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THE  OPERATION  OF  WATER  TREATMENT  FA- 
CBLITIES  FOR  THE  METROPOLITAN  WASH- 
INGTON AREA 


MONDAY,  DECEMBER  20,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment, 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  9:35  a.m.,  in  room 
2167,  Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton 
presiding. 

Ms.  Norton.  May  I  say  good  morning  and  welcome,  residents 
and  participants  alike,  to  this  Water  Resources  and  Environment 
Subcommittee  hearing  on  the  problems  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  that  resulted  in  an  EPA  boil- 
water  recommendation  on  December  8,  1993. 

I  want  to  especially  thank  subcommittee  Chair  Doug  Applegate, 
who  could  not  be  here  today,  but  with  whom  I  have  conferred,  and 
the  subcommittee  staff  for  their  very  helpful  assistance.  I  want  to 
also  thank  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  Chairman 
Norman  Mineta  for  his  concern  and  for  the  assistance  of  the  Full 
Committee. 

We  were  fortunate  that  the  water  crisis  of  12  days  ago  quickly 
abated.  However,  the  confidence  of  the  public  in  the  water  supply 
of  the  District  and  the  immediate  region  was  profoundly  shaken. 

To  fully  restore  this  confidence,  two  things  are  necessary:  full 
public  disclosure  and  both  corrective  and  preventative  action  to  as- 
sure that  there  are  no  similar  occurrences  in  the  future. 

This  hearing  seeks  the  public  disclosure  to  which  the  public  is 
entitled.  Residents  know  little  of  the  details  concerning  the  imme- 
diate events  leading  up  to  the  boil-water  alert,  the  condition  and 
practices  of  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant,  and  what  pre- 
cautions have  been  taken  since  or  may  be  needed  now. 

What  we  do  know  is  that  suddenly  on  the  evening  of  December 
8th,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  issued  a  boil-water  advi- 
sory to  the  1  million  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
Virginia  jurisdictions  of  Arlington  and  Falls  Church.  One  hundred 
homes  were  affected  in  Prince  George's  County,  Maryland,  but  they 
were  not  notified  until  the  next  day. 

The  advisory  remained  in  effect  until  December  11,  when  two 
days  of  tests  found  water  samples  taken  from  the  Dalecarlia  Plant 
to  be  free  of  the  parasites  cr3rptosporidium  and  giardia. 

(1) 


The  advisory  was  doubly  rare.  It  was  the  first  time  any  such 
alert  had  been  issued  in  this  region,  and  it  was  only  the  second 
time  that  the  EPA  had  ever  issued  such  an  order.  The  first  was 
last  April  in  Milwaukee  when  300,000  people  became  ill  and  40 
died  because  of  the  presence  of  Cryptosporidium  in  the  water.  The 
boil-water  advisory  here  did  not  mean  that  crjrptosporidium  was 
present  in  our  water,  but  the  advisory  appears  to  have  been  war- 
ranted because  high  turbidity  was  the  only  indication  of  the  pres- 
ence of  Cryptosporidium  in  the  Milwaukee  plant. 

To  date,  the  EPA  does  not  require  that  jurisdictions  test  for 
Cryptosporidium.  The  1986  amendments  to  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  required  the  EPA  to  phase  in  regulations  for  water  con- 
taminants. Not  until  March  1994  is  the  EPA  expected  to  propose 
an  extension  of  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule  to  include 
Cryptosporidium. 

The  matters  before  us  today  are  of  obvious  concern  to  the  local 
jurisdictions  directly  affected.  The  implications  are  far  broader, 
however.  Next  year,  the  Congress  will  reauthorize  two  pieces  of  leg- 
islation that  bear  directly  on  the  quality  of  the  Nation's  drinking 
water — the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act.  We 
need  to  look  at  the  turbidity  crisis  that  occurred  here  this  month 
to  see  if  any  changes  are  necessary  in  this  legislation. 

Today,  we  are  embarking  on  the  first  oversight  in  memory  of  the 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant.  Apparently,  because  the  agen- 
cies involved  are  Federal  and  the  jurisdictions  are  local,  regular 
oversight  does  not  occur.  Conceivably,  such  oversight  might  have 
eliminated  the  water  emergency  or  assured  that  all  concerned  were 
better  prepared  for  it. 

Moreover,  the  present  arrangement  is  one  of  the  few  I  have 
heard  of  where  governments  pay  for  a  service,  but  have  had  no  way 
to  hold  accountable  the  agency  that  delivers  it:  in  this  case,  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  much  I  already  know;  that  must 
change. 

The  Congress  and  the  Government  jurisdictions  and  agencies 
have  a  clear  obligation  to  be  entirely  candid  with  the  public — not 
to  demoralize  residents,  but  to  make  them  aware  that  Government 
will  insist  that  all  the  facts  are  disclosed  and  the  problems  rem- 
edied. Even  before  this  hearing,  we  moved  quickly  to  meet  with  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy to  assure  ourselves  that  there  was  no  longer  an  immediate  dan- 
ger to  public  drinking  water.  It  may  be  necessary  to  have  another 
hearing  after  all  of  the  investigations  have  been  completed  to 
evaluate  the  final  evidence  and  the  plans  for  improvement. 

Secretary  of  the  Army  Togo  West  phoned  me  directly  and  subse- 
quently sent  me  a  letter  indicating  that  he  would  be  personally  in- 
volved in  assuring  that  any  necessary  changes  are  made.  The  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  have 
been  forthcoming  with  information  concerning  the  immediate  crisis. 
However,  they  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  be  questioned  con- 
cerning the  complete  history  leading  up  to  the  episode  and  other 
longer  term  matters  we  need  to  understand  in  order  to  evaluate 
the  crisis  and  offer  guidance. 

In  a  very  real  sense,  the  agencies  responsible  for  the  water  sup- 
ply in  the  District  and  the  immediate  region  need  this  hearing  as 


much  as  the  public.  Drinking  water  is  fundamental,  and  this  is  the 
Nation's  Capital,  not  a  developing  country. 

The  anecdotal  evidence  is  that  many  residents  have  permanently 
switched  from  tap  water  to  bottled  water.  The  Corps  and  the  EPA 
need  to  take  immediate  and  visible  action  to  restore  complete  con- 
fidence in  the  water  supply. 

Problems  connected  with  the  growth  and  complexity  of  American 
society  have  left  the  public  feeling  unprotected  in  many  ways — 
sometimes  in  the  food  that  they  eat,  in  the  air  that  they  breathe, 
and  now,  in  the  water  that  they  drink.  Washington  is  not  Milwau- 
kee, and  we  are  grateful  that  the  advisory  turned  out  to  be  only 
precautionary. 

We  must  see  that  we  never  come  close  to  a  real  emergency.  A 
necessary  step  toward  that  end  is  todays  hearing. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  Mr.  Petri,  a  member  of  the  full  com- 
mittee who  has  also  been  a  member  of  the  Water  Resources  Sub- 
committee for  many  years  and  has  worked  on  problems  of  this  kind 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  in  the  Nation  as  well.  Mr.  Petri. 

Mr.  Petri.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairman.  Today  the  subcommit- 
tee meets  to  review  the  recent  drinking  water  emergency  in  the 
Washington,  DC  area,  with  particular  focus  on  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  operation  of  the  Dalecarlia  Treatment  Plant. 

Clean,  safe  drinking  water  is  one  of  this  Nation's  most  precious 
resources.  Unfortunately,  it  is  also  one  we  all  seem  to  take  for 
granted,  at  least  until  incidents  occur  like  this  month's  scare  over 
potentially  contaminated  water  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
Northern  Virginia.  If  the  December  8th  boil-water  recommendation 
issued  to  over  1  million  people  served  by  the  Corps'  facility  has  a 
silver  lining  or  a  bright  spot,  it  is  this:  It  teaches  us  not  to  take 
our  water  supplies  for  granted,  but  rather,  to  continue  to  invest  in 
infrastructure  and  to  improve  both  our  monitoring  to  protect  public 
health  and  safety,  and  our  ability  to  communicate  possible  risks  to 
the  public. 

The  other  good  news  is  that  no  one  seems  to  have  gotten  sick 
from  the  high  turbidity  and  that  crjrptosporidium,  sifter  all  was 
said  and  done,  was  not,  in  fact,  present.  This  is  in  stark  contrast 
to  the  other  recent  incident  with  which  I  am  very  familiar,  being 
from  Wisconsin,  the  drinking  water  contamination  in  Milwaukee. 

No  one,  however,  should  confuse  the  two  incidents.  One  involved 
the  actual  presence  of  a  pathogen  and  the  other  did  not.  Prelimi- 
nary indications  also  point  to  human  error  as  a  primary  factor  for 
the  high  turbidity  at  the  Corps'  treatment  plant. 

In  any  event,  this  subcommittee  has  a  strong  interest  in  review- 
ing the  status  of  our  water  supplies  and  in  overseeing  the  Corps 
and  the  efforts  of  EPA  to  protect  public  health  and  safety.  Lessons 
learned  today  should  help  our  committee  and  the  rest  of  Congress 
in  the  coming  months,  particularly  as  we  review  the  Clean  Water 
Act  and  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  proposals. 

With  that,  let  me  close  by  welcoming  our  distinguished  witnesses 
and  a  special  welcome  goes  to  General  Genega,  the  Director  of  Civil 
Works  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  whose  agency  is  on  the  frontline 
in  not  only  running  the  Capital  area's  water  treatment  plant,  but 
also  the  Nation's  largest  water  resources  program.  Welcome,  Gen- 
eral. 


Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Petri.  With  Ms.  B5T-ne's 
indulgence,  I  am  told  that  Mr.  Moran  has  to  leave  very  shortly.  Mr. 
Moran  is  not  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  but  his  District  was 
directly  affected  by  this  water  crisis.  We  welcome  him  to  make  £in 
opening  statement. 

Mr.  Moran.  Thank  you.  Chairwoman  Norton,  and  I  appreciate 
you  having  this  hearing.  I  will  get  back  to  it  just  as  soon  as  I  can, 
but  there  is  another  meeting  I  can't  get  out  of. 

We  have  learned  some  valuable  lessons,  I  think,  through  this  ex- 
perience. Certainly  I  want  to  applaud  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency,  even  though  they  imposed  a  tremendous  disruption  on 
the  daily  lives  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  my  constituents,  as  well 
as  yours,  Eleanor.  I  know  that  we  appreciate  their  prompt  action, 
and  I  appreciate  Carol  Browner  calling  us  immediately. 

I  also  think  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  acted  profes- 
sionally, assumed  responsibility  and  I  think  reacted  immediately, 
as  soon  as  they  had  the  information  that  needed  to  be  available  to 
them.  I  want  to  recognize  the  Council  of  Governments  as  well  who 
handled  tens  of  thousands  of  informational  calls  which  certainly 
soothed  the  concerns  of  many  of  my  constituents.  But  there  are 
three  things  on  which  I  would  like  to  particularly  focus. 

One  is  that  we  seem  to  have  had  ample  warning.  Back  in  June, 
people  in  Arlington,  Virginia,  were  aware  that  there  was  bacteria 
in  the  water.  In  September  I  understand  that  there  was  a  violation 
of  EPA  standards  in  that  more  than  5  percent  of  the  sampling  done 
contained  fecal  coliform  bacteria,  and  early  in  November,  employ- 
ees of  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  were  required  to  boil  the  tap  water  that 
was  coming  out  of  the  plant  itself.  So  I  would  like  to  understand 
what  response  was  taken  to  what  seemed  to  have  been  red  flags 
on  the  situation  that  came  months  before  the  crisis  that  developed. 

As  it  turns  out,  no  lives  or  even  health  were  endangered,  but 
when  you  are  talking  about  something  as  basic  as  water,  I  think 
it  is  better  to  be  safe  than  sorry.  But  we  want  to  find  out  whether 
it  could  have  been  avoided,  and,  of  course,  whether  we  can  prevent 
it  from  occurring  in  the  future. 

The  second  thing  I  want  to  focus  on,  and  I  am  sure  that  the  com- 
mittee will  do  so  in  the  hearing,  is  why,  when  there  were  excep- 
tionally high  turbidity  levels  on  Sunday,  December  5,  there  wasn't 
more  action  taken,  and  then  on  Monday,  December  6,  in  that  3:00 
to  11:00  p.m.  shift,  it  seems  as  though  there  needed  to  be  imme- 
diate action  taken.  And  it  was  clear  that  there  was  a  critical  situa- 
tion that  had  developed,  and  yet,  that  information  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  adequately  communicated  to  the  supervisors  in 
charge. 

The  third  point  that  I  hope  we  will  focus  on  is  that  the  plant 
needs  about  $100  million  in  capital  improvements  over  the  next 
five  years.  Jim  Hunter  from  the  Arlington  County  Board  is  going 
to  address  that.  I  have  a  bill  that  will  attempt  to  address  it  as  well, 
and  I  would  appreciate  some  support. 

But  the  problem  is  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  can  no 
longer  continue  to  borrow  in  the  way  that  public  utilities  can,  and 
so  you  will  have  to  finance  the  needed  capital  improvements,  and 
certainly  there  is  a  need  of  capital  improvements  at  the  Dalecarlia 
Plant  when  some  of  that  plant  dates  back  to  1926,  I  understand. 


So  we  are  going  to  need  money  for  capital  improvements,  but  we 
can't  finance  it  over  a  five-year  basis  in  the  way  that  the  Govern- 
ment generally  does.  So  we  really  need  to  have  the  flexibility  to  be 
able  to  finance  in  the  same  way  that  public  utilities  do  over  a  30- 
year  basis.  That  is  only  fair  to  the  customers  who  have  to  pay  the 
bill,  and  I  think  it  is  only  appropriate  for  the  Federal  Government. 

So  those  are  the  areas  that  I  would  like  to  focus  on.  I  appreciate 
you  having  the  hearing,  Madam  Chairwoman,  and  I  will  rejoin  you 
just  as  soon  as  possible. 

[Mr.  Moran's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman: 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today  and 
investigating  the  water  crisis  that  affected  residents  of 
Northern  Virginia,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  Prince  George's 
County . 

Last  week,  more  than  half  of  the  residents  in  my  district, 
as  well  as  all  of  D.C.  and  a  small  number  of  Maryland  residents, 
found  out  what  it  was  like  to  live  without  the  guarantee  of  a 
safe,  clean  drinking  water  supply.   Residents  dependent  on  tap 
water  for  drinking,  brushing  their  teeth,  making  coffee  and  most 
basic  activities  were  forced  to  rely  on  bottled  and  boiled  water 
to  get  by.   Hospitals  across  the  Metropolitan  region  prepared  for 
an  onslaught  of  patients  suffering  from  intestinal  problems 
caused  by  chryptosporidixim,  a  microscopic  parasite  thought  to 
have  invaded  our  water  supply.   While  boiling  water  and 
purchasing  bottled  water  was  considered  an  inconvenience  for  most 
of  us,  for  many  others,  including  young  children,  elderly 
individuals,  and  those  with  weakened  immune  systems  it  is  a 
matter  of  life  and  death. 

That  is  why,  while  all  of  us  are  relieved  that  this  water 
crisis  is  over,  we  must  carefully  examine  the  causes  of  the 
increased  turbidity  in  our  water  supply  and  determine  if 
everything  was  done  to  ensure  that  officials  were  alerted  at  the 
earliest  possible  time  of  problems  in  the  water  supply.   Some 
reports  indicate  that  workers  at  the  Dalecarlia  water  treatment 
plant  did  not  respond  promptly  to  increased  turbidity  levels. 
Whatever  the  case,  we  must  find  out  what  went  wrong  and  ensure 
that  it  does  not  happen  again. 

Industrial  growth  and  rising  populations  have  made  it 
increasingly  necessary  for  water  treatment  plants  to  monitor 
water  closely  and  ensure  that  it  is  safe  to  drink.   Failure  to 
ensure  a  safe,  clean  water  supply  exposes  Americans  to 
debilitating,  even  deadly,  diseases.   Earlier  this  year  in 
Milwaukee  about  370,000  people  fell  ill  with  flulike  symptoms  as 
a  result  of  water  tainted  with  chryptosporidium.   Sadly,  more 
than  40  AIDS  patients  with  weakened  immune  systems  died  as  a 
result  of  drinking  the  tainted  water. 


Reports  indicate  that  other  areas  of  the  country  might  also 
be  at  risk  of  contcuninants  infiltrating  the  water  supply.   The 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  last  September  ended  a  two- 
year  investigation  of  the  nation's  drinking  water  by  concluding 
that  as  many  as  900,000  people  a  year  get  sick  from  waterborne 
diseases,  from  which  900  may  die.   In  addition,  the  Federal 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  recently  reported  that 
about  100  of  the  country's  largest  drinking  water  systems  do  not 
filter  properly,  leaving  some  21  million  people  at  risk. 

I  hope  that  this  hearing  not  only  results  in  local  water 
officials  more  carefully  monitoring  our  water  supply,  but  also 
results  in  a  renewed  effort  nationwide  to  ensure  that  all 
Americans  are  guaranteed  a  safe,  clean  water  supply.   As  Congress 
moves  to  reauthorize  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  in  the  upcoming 
session,  we  must  ensure  no  less. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Moran. 

Ms.  B3rme  is  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  and  her  District 
was  directly  affected  by  the  turbidity  crisis. 

Ms.  B)n*ne. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Madam  Chair,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
have  this  hearing  today,  and  I  will  submit  a  formal  statement  in 
the  record,  but  I  would  like  to  touch  upon  a  couple  of  issues,  and 
that  is  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  role  in  this  in  terms  of  the 
turbidity  rising  and  nothing  being  done  until  a  later  date;  the  alu- 
minum sulfate  that  should  have  been  added  that  wasn't  added  in 
a  timely  fashion;  and  then  for  EPA  I  have  a  specific  question  about 
Fairfax  County. 

Evidently,  they  are  not  quite  sure  where  Dalecarlia  comes  into 
Fairfax  County,  and  although  Arlington  and  Alexandria  were  well 
defined  as  service  areas  for  this  plant,  the  notification  to  Fairfax 
was  much  delayed.  So  we  need  to  figure  out  how  the  information 
is  getting  out  to  some  of  these  other  localities. 

I  would  also  ask  when  we  get  to  our  testimony  from  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  about  previous  incidents  also  that  I  believe 
Congressman  Moran  documented.  But  I  will  close  so  that  we  can 
start  hearing  from  our  experts  and  allow,  if  you  would.  Madam 
Chairman,  my  testimony  to  be  entered  into  the  record. 

Ms.  Norton.  Without  objection. 

[Ms.  Byrne's  prepared  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Hon.  Leslie  L.  Byrne 

I  think  all  of  us  who  Uve  and  work  in  the  Washington  metropolitan  area  have 
a  new-found  appreciation  for  clean,  safe,  drinkable  water,  and  I  am  pleased  that  the 
Subcommittee  is  addressing  this  issue. 

As  we  begin  this  hearing  into  what  went  wrong  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant  and  how 
to  prevent  this  kind  of  incident,  we  need  to  remind  ourselves  that  we  are  addressing 
the  most  basic  of  issues — ^how  to  protect  the  public  from  harmful  and  sometimes 
deadly  contamination. 

PreUminary  reports  indicate  that  the  high  turbidity  was  caused  by  both  mechami- 
cal  and  human  error.  Although  Dalecarlia  is  in  the  process  of  instaUing  a  warning 
system,  I  can't  help  but  wonder  why  it  has  taken  so  long  to  do  so. 

We  understand  the  need  to  take  water  treatment  plants  down  for  repairs,  but  is 
unfortunate  that  it  tjikes  an  incident  Uke  this  to  teach  us  that  pumping  double  the 
amount  of  water  through  a  plant  that  does  not  have  a  warning  system  will  not  ade- 
quately protect  the  dri^ng  water. 

I  am  also  interested  to  hear  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  why  the  rising 
turbidity  levels  did  not  trigger  an  immediate  response  from  the  personnel  on  duty 
at  the  plant  and  why  aluminum  sulphate  was  not  added  to  the  water  once  they  de- 
tected the  higher  turbidity. 

This  incident  shows  that  people  do  make  mistakes  at  times  and  it  is  unrealistic 
to  expect  otherwise,  but  we  need  to  be  very  cognizant  of  these  mistakes  when  they 
endanger  the  health  and  safety  of  miUions  of  people.  With  so  much  at  stake,  the 
water  treatment  plant  needs  far  more  supervision  than  what  was  provided. 

We  would  not  be  doing  our  job,  however,  if  we  did  not  acknowledge  that  protecting 
oxir  nation's  water  supply  means  far  more  than  just  mechanical  warning  systems 
and  proper  supervision  of  personnel.  Just  as  we  need  man-made  backups,  nature 
acts  as  a  backup  as  well. 

Incidents  like  the  DalecarUa  contamination  point  to  why  we  need  a  sustainable 
poUcy  for  our  country's  wetlands,  which  serve  as  a  first  level  of  filtration  of  ground 
water  and  a  first  line  of  defense  agsdnst  deadly  contaminants.  If  we  do  not  protect 
wetlands,  we  will  make  it  that  much  more  difficult  for  water  treatment  plants  to 
do  their  jobs  and  will  increase  the  likelihood  of  harmful  contamination. 

This  is  particularly  important  in  high-density,  high-growth  areas  like  this  one, 
where  development  is  crowding  out  wetlands  and  heightening  the  UkeUhood  of  pol- 
lutants entering  our  water  supply.  It  is  no  coincidence  that  the  two  most  recent 


large-scale  cases  of  contamination,  in  Washington  and  in  Milwaukee,  took  place  in 
urban  areas. 

Any  policy  that  attempts  to  deal  with  the  dangers  in  our  water  system  must  rec- 
ognize that  we  cannot  let  development  completely  obliterate  our  national  wetlands. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  accept  the  fact  that  the  threats  to  our  water  supply 
system  are  changing,  and  the  federal  government  has  to  keep  up  with  the  times. 
As  our  water  treatment  and  distribution  system  ages,  the  pollutants  that  enter  the 
water  stream  also  change. 

I  am  concerned  that  our  methods  for  testing  the  water  supply  are  not  sending  out 
warning  signals  for  the  kinds  of  microorganisms  that  are  today's  risks,  such  as 
cryptosporidivmi.  The  result  is  that  when  we  suspect  Cryptosporidium  is  in  the 
water,  we  must  undergo  costly,  time-consuming  tests  which  leave  everyone  up  in  the 
air  about  the  safety  of  the  water  supply. 

I  am  curious  to  hear  the  EPA's  liioughts  on  this  issue,  because  I  think  it  is  time 
for  us  to  find  ways  to  test  water  which  will  enable  us  to  detect  harmful  bacteria 
in  a  less  cumbersome  manner. 

One  final  point  which  needs  to  be  made  is  that  federal  agencies  have  to  develop 
better  ways  of  alerting  local  governments  about  these  kinds  of  disasters.  As  a  mem- 
ber of  Congress  whose  constituents  were  greatly  affected  by  this  crisis,  I  am  trou- 
bled that  northern  Virginia's  city  and  county  governments  were  not  alerted  to  this 
crisis  in  a  timely  manner. 

While  the  EPA  has  a  response  plan,  I  am  curious  to  hear  why  it  took  so  long  for 
them  to  get  the  information  out.  A  better  working  relationship  between  government 
offices  will  enable  us  to  effiectively  coordinate  the  response  to  crises  like  this  one. 

I  look  forward  to  an  informative  hearing,  and  I  look  forward  to  hearing  these  is- 
sues addressed. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  We  are  pleased  now  to  welcome  on  the  first  panel 
Major  General  Stanley  Genega. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MAJ.  GEN.  STANLEY  G.  GENEGA,  DIRECTOR  OF 
CIVIL  WORKS,  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS;  STANLEY  L. 
LASKOWSKI,  ACTING  REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR,  REGION 
III,  U.S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY,  ACCOM- 
PANIED BY  JAMES  R.  ELDER,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF 
GROUNDWATER  AND  DRINKING  WATER 

General  Genega.  Thank  you,  Madam  Chairwoman  and  other 
Members  of  Congress.  I  am  here  today  to  testify  on  the  role  of  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  provision  of  an  adequate  and  safe 
water  supply  and  the  recent  water  quality  problem  that  affected 
residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  neighboring  communities 
in  Maryland  and  Virginia. 

Madam  Chairwoman,  the  citizens  who  are  served  by  the  Wash- 
ington Aqueduct  Division  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  de- 
serve to  have  an  ample  supply  of  safe  water.  They  should  be  able 
to  turn  on  their  tap  with  no  concern  at  all  about  the  quality  of 
their  water. 

I  am  deeply  disturbed  that  this  confidence  has  been  shaken  by 
our  failure  to  meet  the  turbidity  standard  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water 
Treatment  Plant.  I  assure  the  Congress  and  the  affected  public 
that  we  in  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are  committed  to  providing 
adequate  and  safe  water  to  our  customers  and  most  importantly  to 
restoring  public  confidence  in  our  ability  to  do  so. 

I  have  a  detailed  statement  which  I  have  provided  for  the  record. 
With  your  permission,  I  will  summarize  that  statement  now. 
Madam  Chairwoman. 

Ms.  Norton.  If  you  would. 

Greneral  Genega.  Thank  you.  The  Washington  aqueduct  system 
consists  of  facilities  required  to  collect  water  from  the  Potomac 
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River,  convey  it  to  Washington,  D.C.,  treat  it,  and  pump  it  into  the 
distribution  system.  These  facilities  include  dams,  conduits,  res- 
ervoirs, filtration  plants,  pumping  stations  and  transmission 
mains.  The  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  is  a  rapid  sand  filter 
plant  that  receives  raw  water  from  the  Dalecarlia  reservoir. 

Aluminum  sulfate,  commonly  referred  to  as  alum,  is  fed  continu- 
ously to  this  water  to  facilitate  coagulation  and  sedimentation;  that 
is,  the  removal  of  suspended  particles. 

Before  the  water  is  moved  from  the  sedimentation  basins  to  the 
filtration  area,  turbidity  readings  are  taken.  From  the  sedimenta- 
tion basins,  the  settled  water  flows  by  gravity  to  36  rapid  sand  fil- 
ter beds.  Gravel,  sand  and  crushed  anthracite  coal  are  used  as  the 
filter  media. 

Prior  to  the  water  leaving  the  filtration  area,  water  quality  meas- 
urements are  taken  to  ensure  the  water  meets  EPA  standards  be- 
fore it  moves  into  the  clear  water  basins  where  it  awaits  movement 
into  the  distribution  system. 

The  filtered  and  treated  water  is  collected  in  covered,  concrete 
clear  water  basins.  Water  samples  and  readings  are  taken,  again, 
prior  to  transferring  into  the  distribution  system. 

To  comply  with  EPA  requirements,  and  to  assure  that  we  are 
providing  safe  water  to  the  public,  the  Washington  aqueduct  does 
over  300,000  lab  analyses  yearly  from  sample  points  in  the  dis- 
tribution system,  the  treatment  plant,  and  the  Potomac  River. 

Colonel  J.  Richard  Capka,  the  Commander  of  the  Baltimore  Dis- 
trict of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  has  completed  a  preliminary 
investigation  into  the  events  surrounding  this  month's  water  qual- 
ity violation.  Based  on  his  preliminary  findings,  we  have  concluded 
that  human  error  was  clearly  a  factor. 

The  investigation  thus  far  has  revealed  that  there  was  not  a 
proper  and  timely  response  to  the  rising  turbidity  levels  in  the  raw 
water  being  drawn  from  the  Potomac  River.  This  lack  of  response 
directly  resulted  in  filtered  water  turbidity  levels  which  exceeded 
EPA  established  standards. 

At  or  about  5:00  p.m.  on  the  6th  of  December,  a  marked  change 
in  the  raw  water  turbidity  levels  occurred.  The  amount  of  alu- 
minum sulfate  that  was  being  added  to  the  raw  water  should  have 
been  increased  to  compensate  for  the  rising  raw  water  turbidity 
levels.  It  was  not.  In  fact,  alum  adjustments  were  not  made  until 
more  than  two  hours  later  and  they  were  not  adequate. 

This  allowed  water  with  excessive  levels  of  suspended  matter  to 
enter  the  filtration  stage  of  the  process.  Despite  efforts  to  mitigate 
the  problem,  by  1:00  a.m.  on  the  7th  of  December,  the  filtered 
water  levels  exceeded  the  EPA  standards  of  5.0  Turbidity  Units, 
TUs;  that  is,  the  reading  was  6.5  TUs.  The  levels  at  2:00  a.m.  and 
3:00  a.m.  were  9.0  and  6.5  TUs,  respectively.  All  subsequent  levels 
were  below  the  5.0  Turbidity  Units  threshold. 

High  turbidity  measurements  indicate  that  the  treatment  process 
was  not  working  properly  and  that  contaminants,  Cryptosporidium 
and  giardia,  may  have  passed  into  the  distribution  system. 

Tuesday  morning,  December  7,  Washington  aqueduct  senior 
managers  were  reviewing  the  data  that  had  been  collected  during 
the  period  in  question  to  ensure  that  the  data,  in  fact,  were  accu- 
rate. They  concluded  a  violation  had,  in  fact,  occurred  and  they  re- 
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ported  that  to  EPA  Region  3  at  about  2:00  p.m.  And  then,  of 
course,  as  you  know,  at  approximately  5:00  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  the 
8th  of  December,  EPA  announced  the  boil-water  advisory  for  all 
customers  of  the  Washington  aqueduct. 

In  accordance  with  EPA's  direction,  we  conducted  two  successive 
days  of  tests  for  the  presence  of  Cryptosporidium  and  giardia.  Those 
tests  returned  all  clear  results.  A  subsequent  third  sample  received 
on  December  13,  after  the  lifting  of  the  boil-water  order,  was  also 
completely  clear  of  the  two  protozoa.  We  have  made  immediate  ad- 
justments in  the  plant  operations  to  prevent  recurrence  of  the  tur- 
bidity problem. 

The  crew  members  who  were  on  shift  when  the  rising  raw  water 
turbidity  levels  occurred  have  been  relieved  of  their  filtration  unit 
duties  until  completion  of  the  final  investigation.  Additional  super- 
visory surveillance  of  shift  operations  and  quality  control  data 
analysis  has  been  provided. 

Additionally,  we  have  undertaken  the  following  longer  range 
measures  to  ensure  that  we  have  a  completely  independent  review 
of  the  entire  plant  operations.  The  first  is  a  peer  review.  We  have 
asked  the  operator  of  another  major  water  treatment  facility  to  pro- 
vide us  with  an  assessment  of  the  operations  and  we  expect  to  have 
that  completed  before  the  first  of  the  year. 

Additionally,  we  are  contracting  with  an  independent  consultant, 
who  is  a  recognized  expert  in  the  water  field,  to  perform  a  com- 
prehensive performance  evaluation.  The  scope  of  work  for  this 
study  has  been  coordinated  with  EPA  and  covers  all  plant  oper- 
ations from  management  through  the  efficiency  of  the  water  treat- 
ment process.  We  expect  to  have  the  contractor  working  by  the  first 
of  the  year. 

The  final  results  will  not  be  available  until,  we  estimate  approxi- 
mately March,  but  by  the  end  of  January,  we  expect  some  prelimi- 
nary assessments  from  him  and  expect  to  take  action  based  on 
those  preliminary  recommendations. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  stress  that  we  at  the  Corps  empathize 
with  the  public.  Many  of  our  employees,  of  course,  are  customers 
of  the  system,  and,  in  fact,  our  headquarters  building  is  within  the 
affected  area,  20  Massachusetts  Avenue. 

All  of  our  customers  must  have  confidence  in  the  Corps'  ability 
to  provide  safe  water.  We  are  committed  to  thoroughly  investigat- 
ing the  recent  incident  to  determining  what  went  wrong  and  why, 
and  to  taking  the  necessary  steps  to  assure  the  public  that  this 
type  of  incident  will  not  reoccur. 

Madam  Chairwoman,  with  regard  to  your  comments  about  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  earlier,  I  would  like  to  inform  you  that  I 
plan  on  submitting  weekly  reports  to  Secretary  West  and  person- 
ally conducting  major  reviews  once  a  month  as  to  all  of  these  cor- 
rective actions  that  we  have  initiated  now,  plus  those  that  come  out 
of  the  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  until  such  time  that 
we  have  completed  those  actions. 

Madam  Chairwoman,  that  concludes  my  statement.  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  Members  may  have. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you.  Major  General  Genega.  Before  we  ques- 
tion General  Genega,  I  would  like  now  to  hear  from  the  EPA,  Act- 
ing Regional  Administrator  of  Region  3,  Mr.  Stanley  Laskowski. 
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Mr.  Laskowski.  Thank  you.  Good  morning,  Madam  Chairwoman 
and  other  Members  of  Congress.  My  name  is  Stanley  L.  Laskowski, 
the  Acting  Regional  Administrator  for  the  U.S.  Environmental  Pro- 
tection i^ency  Region  3,  which  covers  the  Mid-Atlantic  States. 
With  me  today  is  James  R.  Elder,  Director  of  EPA's  Office  of 
Groundwater  and  Drinking  Water  in  EPA's  headquarters. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  with  you  the  water  sup- 
ply for  D.C.  and  the  surrounding  service  areas  and  EPA's  recent 
notice  to  boil  water. 

I  have  submitted  written  testimony  to  you.  At  this  time  with 
your  permission,  I  would  like  to  summarize  some  of  the  points  that 
were  made  in  that  testimony. 

I  have  also  received  a  series  of  questions  from  the  subcommittee 
over  the  weekend,  and  we  have  attempted  to  have  answers  ready 
for  them  to  the  extent  that  we  could. 

The  testimony  I  have  submitted  provides  the  following:  Provides 
some  background  information  on  what  I  hope  is  useful  information 
about  testing  requirements  and  other  related  background  informa- 
tion about  the  plant  and  the  distribution  system. 

We  also  in  the  testimony  have  a  distribution  and  a  chronology 
of  the  events  leading  to  the  boil-water  notice  of  December  the  8th, 
and  actions  taken  to  prevent  future  instances.  These  actions  in- 
clude weekly  EPA  visits  to  the  plant  for  the  next  several  weeks,  an 
independent  EPA  investigation  to  determine  the  cause  of  the  inci- 
dent, the  advising  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  their  scope  of  work 
for  a  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  to  review  staffing;  a 
review  of  the  notifications  procedures  used  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers when  they  notify  EPA  of  problems,  and  also  EPA's  internal 
and  intergovernmental  coordination  and  consideration  of  what  ad- 
ditional monitoring  may  be  helpful. 

As  you  know,  some  of  these  activities  are  still  underway,  and  will 
be  for  the  coming  weeks,  and  additional  information  will  be  forth- 
coming. My  written  testimony  also  references  the  administration's 
10-point  legislative  agenda  for  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act.  Thank 
you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Laskowski. 

Could  we  begin  with  Major  General  Genega?  General  Genega, 
what  caused  the  turbidity  to  rise  so  sharply? 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  we  believe  that  that  was  the  heavy 
rainfall  over  that  weekend.  That  is  not  in  and  of  itself  an  abnormal 
situation,  given  the  weather  conditions  of  the  preceding  couple  of 
days.  That  is,  more  material  washes  into  the  river,  the  river  is  car- 
rying more  particulates  and  the  turbidity  is  thus  higher. 

Ms.  Norton.  In  recent  years,  has  that  been  increasingly  the  case 
at  Dalecarlia? 

General  Genega.  To  my  knowledge,  it  is  not  increasingly  the 
case,  but  it  is  a  normal  occurrence,  given  those  kinds  of  weather 
conditions. 

Ms.  Norton.  EPA's  prepared  testimony  indicates  that  the  turbid- 
ity levels  at  Dalecarlia  began  exceeding  normal  levels  on  Sunday, 
December  the  5th — several  hours  before  the  turbidity  exceeded  the 
permissible  level  on  December  the  6th.  Was  any  action  taken  to 
compensate  for  the  increasing  turbidity  on  December  the  5th? 
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General  Genega.  Ma'am,  the  turbidity  did  increase  slightly  on 
December  the  5th,  as  you  note.  It  did  not  exceed  1.0;  the  violation 
threshold  is  5.0.  We  did  take  action  around  midnight  to  increase 
polymer  to  the  water  to  reduce  that  turbidity.  That  is  a  proper  ac- 
tion, although  it  should  have  been  taken  in  a  more  timely  fashion. 

Given  where  the  turbidity  levels  were  on  the  6th,  I  believe  that 
action  was  unrelated  to  the  occurrence  of  the  high  turbidity  levels 
and  the  failure  to  adjust  alum  on  the  6th. 

Ms.  Norton.  Why  did  as  many  as  14  hours  pass  between  your 
discovering  the  turbidity  violation  of  December  the  6th  and  your 
notification  of  the  EPA? 

General  Genega.  We  reviewed  that  morning  with  senior  manage- 
ment personnel  the  data,  including  contacting  the  personnel  who 
had  been  on  shift  the  night  before,  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  the 
reports,  and  what  they  had  done.  We  made  the  report  to  EPA  as 
required  before  close  of  business  on  the  next  business  day.  But  I 
would  add  that  I  am  not  satisfied  with  that  reporting  process. 

Personally,  one  of  our  items  coming  out  of  this  event  is  to  review 
our  own  internal  reporting  procedures  and  to  set  some  tighter 
standards  for  ourselves  internally.  As  Mr.  Laskowski  mentioned, 
EPA  intends  on  reviewing  the  reporting  requirement  itself,  and  so 
obviously  we  will  be  talking  to  EPA  about  what — not  just  what  we 
do  internally,  but  what  we  do  to  EPA  to  comply  with  the  law. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  you  have  written  internal  procedures  for  notifi- 
cation? 

General  Genega.  We  do  not,  ma'am.  We  will.  They  are  in  devel- 
opment as  I  speak. 

Ms.  Norton.  Then  when  we  speak  of  human  error,  the  hunian 
beings  are  operating  essentially  on  the  basis  of  habit  and  practice, 
is  that  right? 

General  Genega.  There  is  guidance  for  that  practice.  Yes,  they 
are  acting  in  accordance  with  their  experience,  but  in  accordance 
with  their  guidance  that  exists  in  the  plant.  That  guidance,  I  be- 
lieve, is  adequate  to  tell  them  what  to  do  with  regard  to,  for  exam- 
ple, a  high  turbidity  level.  It  is  not  adequate  with  regard  to  the  re- 
quired notifications  to  supervisors  and  to  raising  the  right  red 
flags,  if  you  will,  to  supervisory  personnel  who  might  be  in  a  posi- 
tion, based  on  their  experience,  to  take  some  other  actions. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  there  wasn't  any  error  when  it  came  to  notifica- 
tion; there  simply  were  no  procedures  outlining  how  notification 
would  take  place.  You  said  that  human  error  was  a  factor  when  it 
came  to  adding  the  appropriate  chemicals. 

What  was,  or  what  might  have  been  other  factors? 

General  Genega.  I  very  purposely  said  it  that  way,  ma'am,  be- 
cause I  cannot  demonstrate  that  there  were  not  problems  with 
equipment.  I  don't  know  that  to  be  the  case.  In  fact,  the  way  we 
have  written  the  scope  of  work  in  coordination  with  EPA,  we  plan 
on  having  the  independent  contractor  review  the  entire  operation 
with  a  view  towards  telling  us  if  there  were  equipment  or  oper- 
ational issues  other  than  the  human  factor  that  may  have  contrib- 
uted to  that. 

I  know  human  factor  was — again,  human  error  was  a  factor.  I 
just  categorically  cannot  exclude  any  mechanical  or  operational 
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problems  and  will  not  be  able  to  do  so  until  we  have  the  results 
of  that  comprehensive  performance  evaluation. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well,  you  have  indicated  that  there  were  attempts 
to  add  additional  alum  to  divert  the  turbid  water  to  other  filters 
and  to  make  adjustments  in  the  flow  of  water  through  those  filters. 
Is  this  your  standard  operating  procedure? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am.  This  was  the  appropriate  response 
for  these  conditions,  but  that  action  was  taken  late.  As  a  result,  a 
slug  of  water  went  into  the  processing  system  untreated.  When  the 
treatment  began,  it  also  was  inadequate.  It  began  about  two  hours 
late,  and  it,  in  and  of  itself,  was  not  adequate  until  several  hours 
later.  That  allowed  another  slug  of  only  partially  compensated 
water  to  enter  the  system. 

Ms.  Norton.  Let  me  understand  this.  Let's  just  assume,  God  for- 
bid, that  this  were  to  happen  again  and  an  action  were  taken  late. 
Is  there  any  other  way  to  more  quickly  remedy  the  problem  than 
the  ways  you  used? 

General  Genega.  To  my  knowledge,  there  are  not,  ma'am,  but 
that  is  one  of  the  issues  that  we,  again,  having  written  the  scope 
of  work  with  EPA,  we  plan  on  having  the  independent  contractor 
advise  us  on. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  kind  of  training  requirements  for  plant  oper- 
ators and  management  personnel  are  in  place  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division? 

General  Genega.  The  principal  training  requirement  for  the 
water  treatment  plant  operator  and  the  operational  personnel  is 
on-the-job  training.  They  normally,  before  they  are  allowed  to  actu- 
ally independently  operate  the  plant,  have  8  to  10  years  experience 
under  very  close  supervision  at  the  journeyman  level  before  they 
move  to  that  position. 

Additionally,  recently,  I  believe  it  is  in  the  last  year  or  two,  EPA 
has  designated  some  courses  for  water  treatment  plant  operators. 
About  50  percent  of  our  personnel  have  been  trained  at  those 
courses  and  we  expect  to  have  100  percent  of  them  completed  be- 
fore the  end  of  December  1994,  and  that  was  ongoing  and  in  place. 

Ms.  Norton.  Let's  try  and  get  behind  the  words,  "human  error." 
Apparently  the  turbidity  was  significant. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  Turbidity  is  cloudiness  and  even  an  untrained  per- 
son, I  suppose,  can  see  when  water  is  getting  cloudy.  Why  wasn't 
the  chemical  added  when  the  cloudiness  developed?  Were  the  per- 
sonnel unaware  of  it?  Were  the  personnel  simply  negligent  and  not 
paying  attention  to  it? 

What  is  the  indication  at  this  time  of  why  the  chemical  was  not 
added  when  we  had  turbidity  that  was  shooting  up  so  rapidly  and 
so  visibly? 

General  Genega.  I  need  to  explain  the  process  just  a  bit  before 
I  answer  your  question,  ma'am.  The  reading  of  that  higher  turbid- 
ity, or  the  reading  of  the  turbidity  level  is  a  human  process;  that 
is,  a  human  being  reads  that,  and  then  the  human  being,  using  a 
set  of  tables,  determines  how  much  alum  to  add.  That  requires  a 
manual,  human  intervention  in  the  process,  to  increase,  in  this 
case  the  amount  of  alum  to  be  added,  and  then  it  requires  a  further 
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test  to  refine  the  amount  of  alum  added,  and  then  a  further  adjust- 
ment. 

We  do  know  that  the  operator  recorded  the  high  turbidity  levels, 
as  he  was  required  to  do.  He  did  not  take  the  appropriate  actions, 
and  I  do  not  have  an  explanation  other  than  he  failed  to  do  so.  His 
experience  level  was  such  that  he  had  made  those  kinds  of  adjust- 
ments before,  knew  what  had  to  be  done.  We  have  confidence  that 
he  had  done  those  kinds  of  things  before.  I  do  not  know  why  he 
failed  to  do  so. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  personnel  are  now  in  the  positions  that  were 
involved  in  this  crisis? 

Greneral  Genega.  We  have  changed  the  shifts,  ma'am,  and  those 
two  personnel  are  not  now  performing  those  functions.  They  have 
been  relieved  of  those  duties,  at  least  pending  the  results  of  the  in- 
vestigation. We  have  taken  additionally  supervisory  and  engineer- 
ing personnel  to  make  up  that  shortage  and  to  provide  the  addi- 
tional supervision  during  the  shifts. 

Ms.  Norton.  Are  those  interim  measures  or  are  those  permanent 
measures?  I  assume  that  you  do  not  intend  to  use  supervisory  per- 
sonnel permanently. 

Greneral  Genega.  No,  ma'am.  I  am  working  on  the  long  term  fix 
and  at  the  moment  I  believe  there  will  be  an  additional  supervisor 
at  the  two  plants,  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan.  I  intend  to  take  as 
input  into  that  process  the  results  of  the  peer  review,  if  you  will, 
and  then,  secondly,  the  results  of  the  comprehensive  performance 
evaluation,  which  is  going  to  review  staffing  and  training  and  num- 
bers of  personnel  on  shift  and,  of  course,  then  in  coordination  with 
EPA,  make  a  determination  as  to  any  additional  steps  I  may  pru- 
dently take. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  many  times  has  fecal  coliform  bacteria  been 
found  in  the  water  in  Washington  or  neighboring  jurisdictions? 

General  Genega.  There  were  three  times  to  my  knowledge  in 
1993,  ma'am.  The  first  one  was  in  June  at  a  fire  station  in  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  The  second  was  in  September  in  northeast  Washing- 
ton, the  Woodson  High  School  area,  and  the  third  was  in  November 
at  the  Dalecarlia  Treatment  Plant.  Those  were  positive  samples  in 
the  distribution  system,  not  in  the  plant. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  have  been  various  reports  that  last  month 
there  was  a  notice  posted  at  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  itself  telling 
workers  not  to  drink  from  the  plant's  water  fountains.  Is  that  true? 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct,  ma'am.  That  is  the  violation  I 
spoke  of  in  November  which  we  reported  to  EPA.  The  distribution 
system  in  Dalecarlia  comes  off  the  treated  water  line  before  the 
treated  water  enters  the  clear,  so-called  clear  water  reservoirs  be- 
fore it  goes  to  the  rest  of  the  city.  Based  on  that  positive  reading, 
and  the  isolation  of  the  distribution  system,  we  imposed  the  boil- 
water  order  on  the  DgdecEirlia  distribution  system;  that  is,  in  just 
the  industrial  plant  in  that  area,  based  on  EPA's  direction. 

Successive  samples,  after  four  days,  showed  no  further  positives 
and  that  order  was  lifted.  But  again,  based  on  other  tests  taken 
past  the  clear  well  point,  there  was  no  reason  to  indicate  that  the 
treated  water  was  the  problem,  rather,  it  was  the  distribution  sys- 
tem at  Dalecarlia. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  often  does  that  happen  at  Dalecarlia? 
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General  Genega.  That  is  the  first  time,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  do  you  account  for  these  incidents  beginning 
to  crop  up  now? 

General  Genega.  I  don't  have  an  explanation  for  them.  They 
were  viewed  as  a  distribution  system  problem.  That  is  because  they 
occurred  at  other  places  in  the  distribution  system,  and  at  the 
plant,  they  were  not  positive.  Those  are  not  isolated  tests,  but  they 
are  made  as  part  of  an  overall  testing  program.  So  based  on  results 
like  that,  both  our  analysts  and  EPA  analysts  can  look  at  it  and 
determine  that,  for  example,  other  places  in  the  city  were  positive 
and  it  was  just  that  one  area  that  appeared  to  have  the  problem 
as  a  result  of  the  distribution  system. 

Ms.  Norton.  Can  you  confirm  reports  that  we  have  received  of 
incidents  in  which  bacteria  or  other  microorganisms  have  been 
found  in  the  water.  For  example,  is  it  true  that  on  November  the 
8th,  fecal  coliform  was  found  in  water  at  the  White  House  and  in 
a  clear  water  sample  at  Dalecarlia,  that  total  coliform  was  found 
in  finished  water  at  McMillan,  and  that  fecal  coliform  was  found 
at  the  first  high  reservoir. 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  the  requirement  from  EPA  is  to  take 
a  first  sample.  If  that  first  sample  is  either  positive  or  not  defi- 
nitely negative,  that  is,  there  are  conditions  under  which  one  can- 
not say  positively  that  it  is  negative,  EPA  requires  us  to  take  a  sec- 
ond test. 

During  the  course  of  the  year,  there  were  40-some  first  indica- 
tions, like  the  one  at  the  White  House  that  you  mentioned,  but  the 
second  indication  was  negative.  Therefore,  it  was  not  a  violation 
and  the  consideration  was  that  it  was  negative.  These  tests  consist 
of  growing  cultures  in  an  incubator  and  take  about  24  hours  to 
happen.  So  in  each  of  those  40-some  cases  we  did  the  second  test, 
which  were  only  positive  in  the  three  cases  that  we  reported. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  I  am  trying  to  ascertain  is  how  unusual  this 
is.  Is  this  to  be  expected  in  the  water  supply  of  this  and  other  re- 
gions that  the  first  test  would  come  up  this  way?  Is  this  an  increas- 
ing phenomenon  in  this  region  or  in  the  water  at  Dalecarlia,  or 
should  we  simply  be  unconcerned  that  first  tests  are  coming  up 
this  way? 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  I  would  really  have  to  defer  to  EPA's 
expertise  in  that  regard.  To  my  knowledge,  that  is  not  an  unusual 
circumstance.  We  report  those  kinds  of  results  monthly  to  EPA.  For 
example,  I  have  here  a  copy  of  the  results  of  those  tests  that  I  men- 
tioned to  you,  the  some  300,000  annually,  in  a  monthly  report  to 
EPA.  But  I  would  have  to  defer  to  their  experience  in  a  much 
broader  number  of  plants. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  like,  then,  to  ask  Mr.  Laskowski,  should  we 
be  concerned  if  coliform  turns  up  at  the  White  House  on  a  first 
test?  Should  we  be  concerned  about  the  other  incidents  I  have  reit- 
erated to  Major  General  Genega?  Is  that  something  new? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  have  information  on  how  frequently  this 
happens  throughout  the  country,  for  instance.  It  is  not  a  rare  situa- 
tion when  you  take  a  first  test  and  you  get  what  they  call  a  total 
coliform  count  and  then  you  go  into  more  extensive  testing  to  see 
if  there  is  really  a  problem. 
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I  think  the  main  concern  is  if  you  do  find,  after  the  more  exten- 
sive testing,  that  you  find  a  problem,  fortunately,  to  my  knowledge, 
we  haven't  found  those  problems  when  the  more  extensive  testing 
was  conducted.  So  yes,  it  is  a  concern,  and  it  relates  to  a  lot  of 
things,  including  are  you  taking  the  test  in  the  correct  place?  Are 
you  ensuring  that  the  distribution  systems  are  flushed  out  on  a 
regular  basis,  as  they  should  be,  and  those  are  the  kinds  of  consid- 
erations you  have  to  look  at.  So 

Ms.  Norton.  If  you  don't  know  about  the  rest  of  the  country, 
how  about  this  part  of  the  country?  Are  those  first  results  unusual 
or  are  they  reasons  for  you  to  be  concerned? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  think,  again,  it  is  a  reason  to  be  concerned,  but 
I  don't  think  they  are  extraordinary  in  that  in  other  systems  you 
occasionally  get  a  total  coliform  positive  reading  and  you  have  to 
go  in  and  do  more  extensive  testing.  So,  again,  I  think  it  is  reason 
for  concern  and  to  be  vigilant  on  the  situations  and  to  ensure  that 
the  proper  steps  are  being  taken.  But  it  is  not  an  extraordinary  sit- 
uation. 

Ms.  Norton.  My  interest,  of  course,  is  that  we  are  reauthorizing 
two  acts,  and  as  we  see  a  situation  where  you  are  getting  greatly 
increased  contaminants  in  the  water,  that  is  something  we  would 
want  to  take  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Elder.  Madam  Chairwoman,  may  I  add  something? 

Ms.  Norton.  Yes,  Mr.  Elder. 

Mr.  Elder.  EPA  certainly  did  consider  the  situation  in  Septem- 
ber to  be  serious.  We  make  a  big  distinction  between  total  coliform 
positive  readings  versus  a  fecal  coliform  or  an  E.  Coli  coliform  posi- 
tive. The  agency,  in  its  current  standards,  allows  for  5  percent  of 
the  monthly  samples  to — or  less  than  that — ^to  be  acceptable  for 
total  coliform. 

Any  single  presence  of  fecal  coliform  or  E.  Coli  is  considered  a 
serious  matter  and  that  is  what  led  the  regional  office  in  Philadel- 
phia to  issue  an  emergency  order  to  the  District  at  the  end  of  Sep- 
tember, and  then  subsequently,  an  order  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
on  October  the  5th.  So  total  coliform  positives  are  a  rather  common 
occurrence.  It  is  something  that  we  provide  more  attention  to. 

Fecal  coliform  or  E.  Coli  positives  are  a  rare  occurrence  and 
something  that  we  treat  as  an  acute  violation. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  want  somebody  to  confirm  whether  or  not 
fecal  coliform  was,  indeed,  found  in  the  White  House  on  November 
the  8th.  Do  you  know,  Mr.  Laskowski?  We  have  just  heard  that 
that  is  serious.  Do  you  know.  Major? 

General  Genega.  It  was  a  fecal  coliform  indication,  but  it  was 
not  confirmed  by  the  second  test.  And  that  requires  confirmation 
by  the  second  test  also. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  about  E.  Coli  bacteria,  which  we  just  heard 
is  serious,  in  filtered  water  and  in  a  clear  well  in  Dalecarlia  on  No- 
vember the  7th. 

General  Genega.  That  would  have  been  a  first  indication, 
ma'am,  but  not  confirmed  by  a  second  test.  Actually,  these  stand- 
ards are  set  for  water  in  distribution  systems,  not  in  treatment 
plants.  Bacteria  is  killed  by  adding  chlorine,  but  there  must  be 
some  contact  time  to  do  the  job.  That  time  begins  in  the  treatment 
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plant,  but  bacteria  continue  to  be  killed  after  the  water  leaves  the 
plant. 

Ms.  Norton.  When  you  say  a  first  indication  and  not  confirmed 
by  a  second  test,  would  you  explain  what  that  means?  Does  it  mean 
that  it  wasn't  there  at  all,  or  does  it  mean  that  something  has  hap- 
pened to  it  and  you  all  have  taken  care  of  it. 

General  Genega.  Again,  I  may  be  inadequate  scientifically  to  ex- 
plain that,  but  as  I  understand  the  requirement,  when  checking  a 
distribution  system,  if  one  sample  results  in  a  total  coliform,  fecal, 
or  E.  coli  positive,  then  a  second  series  of  samples  must  be  taken 
to  confirm.  If  the  second  sample  results  in  a  fecal  or  E.  coli  positive 
associated  with  any  other  bacteria  positive,  then  an  acute  violation 
occurs. 

With  regard  to  the  scientific  basis  for  that,  I  am  sorry,  I  am  inad- 
equate to  answer  that  question. 

Ms.  Norton.  Perhaps  Mr.  Laskowski  can  help  us  out  on  that. 
How  serious  is  it  that  the  first  reading  shows  the  presence  of  a  se- 
rious contaminant,  but  later  on  we  no  longer  see  that?  Should  we 
have  been  concerned  ever  since  it  doesn't  reappear  again? 

Mr.  Elder.  Madam  Chairwoman,  let  me  make  another  attempt 
at  that.  The  routine  testing  requirement  is  for  total  coliforms.  If 
there  is  a  total  cohform,  as  General  Genega  said,  then  there  is  a 
requirement  for  repeat  sampling  tests  for  fecal  or  E.  Coli,  or  to  test 
again  for  total  coliform.  , 

If  you  then  have  a  positive  for  either  the  fecal  or  the  E.  Coli  or 
the  total  coliform,  then  you  have  a  more  serious  situation  on  your 
hands. 

My  understanding  of  the  White  House  situation  was  that  they 
tested  at  the  Corps  laboratory  for  total  coliform.  They  had  a  posi- 
tive. They  went  and  did  the  repeat  sampling,  and  one  of  those  sam- 
ples turned  out  to  be  a  positive  for  fecal.  And  we  have  been  in  con- 
tact with  different  officials  at  the  White  House  facility  to  see 
whether  or  not  this  is  a  problem  associated  with  the  distribution 
system  or  whether  or  not  it  is  a  problem  unique  to  what  goes  on 
on  the  White  House  grounds.  But  that  issue  was  overshadowed  by 
the  turbidity  incident  that  occurred  starting  on,  or  came  to  our 
knowledge  on  December  the  7th. 

Part  of  our  follow  up  investigation  is  not  only  to  deal  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  with  the  area  jurisdictions,  but  we  also  had 
conversations  with  people  in  the  White  House  Office  of  Administra- 
tion and  with  the  Secret  Service  to  deal  with  that  matter  unique 
to  the  White  House  grounds. 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  with  regard  to  the  actual  happenings, 
I  have  slightly  different  information  than  Mr.  Elder  does.  What  I 
would  like  to  do  is  make  arrangements  here  perhaps  to  submit  for 
the  record,  to  submit  exactly  what  happened  with  exact  times  and 
so  forth.  I  will  turn  those  records  over  to  EPA  and  jointly  with 
EPA,  provide  that  information  for  the  record  to  be  sure  that  we  are 
totally  accurate  on  it. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well,  we  would  very  much  appreciate  it.  We  as- 
sume that  whatever  you  do  for  the  White  House,  you  can  do  at 
least  as  much  for  the  rest  of  us.  So  we  would  like  to  know  what 
you  do  for  the  White  House. 

[The  information  received  from  General  Genega  follows:] 
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WHITE  HOUSE  MICROBIOLOGICAL  MONITORING 


Siunmarv 

On  November  30  and  December  6,  1993,  White  House  samples 
tested  presumptive  positive  for  total  coliform;  a  retest  of  the 
first  sample,  taken  on  November  29,  tested  positive  for  E.  coli  on 
4  December  1993.  However,  in  both  instances,  more  extensive 
follow-up  samples  and  confirmation  tests  were  all  negative. 
Although  no  violations  had  occurred,  the  results  of  all  tests  were 
provided  to  the  White  House  and  EPA  Region  III. 


Chronolocrv 


November  29,  1993  -  Sample  from  sample  point  #7  tested 
presumptive  positive  for  total  coliform  on 
November  30.  Confirmation  results  were 
mixed,  one  positive  and  one  negative. 

December  3,  1993  -  November  29  sample  is  retested  and  tests 
positive  for  E.  coli  on  December  4. 


December  6,  1993 


-  Three  recheck  samples  taken  from  the 
original  sample  point  #7  and  points 
upstream  and  downstream  eventually  test 
negative.  (The  original  sample  point 
recheck  tested  presumptive  positive  which 
required  an  additional  24  to  48  hours  to 
confirm. ) 


December  6,  1993  -  Two  routine  samples  collected  at  the  White 
House  sample  points  #6  and  #7  test 
presumptive  positive.  Confirmation 
results  on  December  8  test  negative. 

December  8,  1993  -  Eight  special  samples,  four  upstream  and 
four  downstream  from  the  White  house,  were 
taken  from  the  D.C.  distribution  system 
and  tested  negative. 


Narrative 


1.   The  White  House  is  supplied  water  from  the  District  of 
Columbia  distribution  system.   The  water  is  then  subjected  to 
other  treatment  before  it  is  introduced  into  the  White  House 
distribution  system.  The  nature  of  this  internal  treatment  is 
unknown  to  us.   Sample  collecting  is  done  by  a  member  of  the 
White  House  staff. 
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2.  Microbiological  samples  collected  by  White  House  staff 
are  turned  over  to  our  sample  col,lector  who  transports  them  to 
the  Washington  Aqueduct  laboratory  for  analysis.   Samples  are 
analyzed  using  the  same  procedures  used  for  samples  collected 
from  the  District  of  Columbia  distribution  system.   Routine 
results  are  reported  to  the  White  House.   Region  III  is  notified 
concurrently  with  the  White  House  only  if  fecal  coliform  of  E. 
coli  are  detected  or  where  any  unusual  microbiological  activity 
is  observed. 

3.  On  30  November  1993  a  White  House  sample,  taken  on  29 
November  1993  from  a  point  designated  #7,  tested  presumptive 
positive  for  total  coliform.   (The  initial  or  presumptive  test  to 
determine  the  presence  or  absence  of  total  coliform  requires  a 
24-hour  incubation  period.)   Total  coliform  confirmation  results 
were  mixed,  one  positive  and  one  negative.   (Confirmation  tests 
require  an  additional  24  to  48  hours  of  incubation.)   The 
concurrent  tests  for  fecal  coliform  and  E.  coli  were  negative. 
Because  the  confirmation  results  were  mixed,  the  positive 
confirmation  sample  was  retested  on  3  December  1993  and  tested 
positive  for  E.  coli  on  4  December.   This  result  and  all 
subsequent  results  from  the  following  series  of  tests  were  given 
to  the  White  House  and  Region  III,  EPA. 

4.  On  6  December  1993,  three  recheck  samples,  taken  from 
the  original  sample  point,  #7,  and  points  upstream  and  downstream 
within  the  White  House,  eventually  tested  negative.   (The 
original  sample  point  recheck  tested  presumptive  positive  which 
required  an  additional  24  to  48  hours  to  confirm.) 

5.  Also  on  6  December  1993  two  routine  White  House  samples 
from  points  designated  #6  and  #7  tested  presumptive  positive. 
Confirmation  results  on  8  December  1993  were  negative. 

6.  On  8  December  1993,  eight  special  samples,  four  upstream 
and  four  downstream  from  the  White  House,  taken  from  the  District 
of  Columbia  distribution  system  tested  negative  for  total 
coliform. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Whose  responsibility  is  it  to  notify  the  jurisdictions 
that  the  Corps  plant  serves  that  there  is  a  water  crisis?  Whose  spe- 
cific responsibility  is  that? 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  it  would  be  our  responsibility  if  there 
were  a  crisis,  for  example,  and  I  guess  at  least  for  the  purpose  of 
my  answer,  let  me  define  crisis  as  our  inability  to  deliver  water. 
We  would  notify  our  customers  and  then  the  EPA. 

With  regard  to  specific  violations,  for  example,  a  positive  reading 
within  the  distribution  system,  we  notify  both  EPA  and,  for  exam- 
ple, the  District  of  Columbia.  We  do  the  testing  for  Arlington  Coun- 
ty and  so  we  are  providing  the  test  results  to  Arlington  County. 
EPA,  or  in  the  case  of  Arlington  County,  the  Virginia  health  au- 
thorities would  then  make  a  determination  as  to  what  actions  were 
necessary,  given  the  circumstances  of  that  report  and  the  context 
in  which  those  readings  were  taken. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well,  we  know  that  this  required  notification  ulti- 
mately. 

Now,  Mr.  Laskowski,  you  notified  the  District  of  Columbia,  did 
you  not? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  That  is  correct. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  that  happened  during  a  meeting  that  had  been 
called  for  another  purpose? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  That  is  correct. 

Ms.  Norton.  If  that  meeting  had  not  been  called,  what  would 
have  been  the  procedures  for  notifying  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
the  other  jurisdictions? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  still  would  have  notified  the  District,  but  I 
would  not  have  been  down  here  in  person  to  do  it;  we  would  have 
done  it  by  phone. 

Ms.  Norton.  Then  you  would  have  been  responsible  for  notifying 
the  District  of  Falls  Church  and  the  other  jurisdictions,  and  not  the 
Corps?  ^   ^ 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Well,  I  think  as  the  General  said,  they  notified 
the  customers  that  they  supply  water  to,  but  then  EPA  also  notifies 
the  District  and  the  other  people  that  are  affected  by  the  crisis. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  the  Corps  notifies  and  the  EPA  notifies? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  notify  if  there  is  a  crisis  where  we  are  going 
to  issue  a  boil-water  notice.  We  would  notify  all  the  customers,  the 
District  and  the  outlying  areas  of  Virginia.  In  Virginia,  we  work 
with  the  State  of  Virginia,  who  has  what  they  call  primacy  of  the 
Safe  Water  Drinking  Act  of  Virginia,  and  they  also  want  to  notify 
the  county  officials,  the  local  officials. 

Ms.  Norton.  Are  there  written  procedures  for  how  that  notifica- 
tion will  take  place? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  have  procedures,  as  I  understand  it,  and 
they  were  followed  from  what  I  am  told. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  haven't  answered  my  question.  Are  there  writ- 
ten procedures  as  to  how  the  notification  will  take  place? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  There  are  procedures,  as  I  understand  it,  to — ; — 

Ms.  Norton.  If  there  is  a  boil-water  alert,  you  just  call  the  juris- 
diction up  on  the  phone  and  then  the  jurisdiction  takes  over? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  am  sorry,  yes.  We  would  do  it  by  telephone. 
That  is  what  the  notification  would  be,  and  in  terms  of  getting  the 
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word  out  to  the  broader  community,  we  do  that  through  the  elec- 
tronic media.  We  think  that  is  the  most  effective  way  to  do  it. 

Ms.  Norton.  Did  you  notify  all  of  the  jurisdictions  in  a  timely 
fashion? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  have — our  notifications  took  place  on  the 
afternoon  of  the  8th,  starting  at  about  1  o'clock  and  going  up  until 
about  5  o'clock. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  did  you  notify  Falls  Church  and  Fairfax? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  have  a  listing  here  of  notifications  that  took 
place.  I  will  try  to  find  that  if  I  can. 

In  Virginia,  we  notified  Alan  Hammer  from  the  Virginia  Depart- 
ment of  Water  Supply  at  about  1:30  in  the  afternoon  on  the  8th; 
he  indicated  that  he  wanted  to  be  the  one  to  notify  the  local  offi- 
cials 

We  also  notified  the  Virginia  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Re- 
sources, the  Secretary  of  Environment  in  Virginia,  another  person 
at  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  in  Virginia.  So  the 
normal  procedure  as  followed  is  that  we  notify  the  State.  The  State 
usually  wants  to  notify  the  local  officials.  And  that  was  all  done  be- 
tween— according  to  my  records,  those  contacts  were  made  in  the 
afternoon  of  the  8th,  between  1:20  and  1:25. 

Ms.  Norton.  Did  you  offer  to  help  the  jurisdictions  explain — the 
jurisdictions,  of  course,  have  no  experience  or  expert  knowledge 
about  these  matters — ^to  the  public  what  was  going  on? 

Did  you  offer  to  go  before  the  radio  and  the  TV  and  explain  what 
was  going  on?  Were  there  procedures  regarding  who  was  supposed 
to  explain  what  was  going  on? 

It  is  one  thing  to  issue  a  boil-water  alert  and  to  call  what 
amounts  to  a  layperson  in  Falls  Church  or  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  say  your  water  should  be  boiled.  It  is  another  thing  to  then 
give  guidance  to  those  jurisdictions  as  to  how  you  think  they 
should  proceed.  Was  there  any  effort  to  help  them  explain  this  to 
the  public  on  your  part? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  think  it  could  have  been  better.  I  visited  D.C. 
Government  officials  at  2:30  on  Wednesday  afternoon  and  we  had 
a  meeting  and  the  District  Government  tried  to  make  some  phone 
calls.  We  set  up,  as  you  know,  a  bank  of  phones  in  the  Council  of 
Governments,  who  was  good  enough  to  help  us,  and  about  15,000 
calls  came  in  on  that.  So  I  think  we  did  the  best  we  could  in  trying 
to  get  the  notice  out. 

But  part  of  our  investigation  is  going  to  be  how  we  could  improve 
those  procedures  and  notification,  especially  with  the  outlying 
areas  and  the  different  service  districts,  but  there  is,  as  you  know, 
local  officials  in  Virginia,  there  are  county  officials  and  water  au- 
thorities and  State  officials. 

Ms.  Norton.  For  that  very  reason,  I  would  think  that  the  EPA 
and  the  Corps  would  have  a  procedure  for  who  ought  to  be  notified 
and  how  that  ripples  off  of  others. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  I  don't  think  they  are  as  detailed  as  they 
should  be. 
Ms.  Norton.  Are  they  written  procedures? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  understand  them  to  be;  the  written  procedures 
that  we  go  through  in  terms  of  notifying  the  different  jurisdictions. 


23 

But  it  is  my  understanding  that  they  are  not  very  detailed  and  I 
think  that  is  something  we  have  to  tighten  up  a  little  bit  on. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  have  other  questions,  but  I  want  to  turn 

Greneral  Genega.  Might  I  clarify  a  comment  I  made  a  moment 
ago? 

Distribution  systems  are  owned  and  operated  by  the  local  au- 
thorities. We  transmit  water,  for  example,  to  a  point  on  the  D.C. 
system  where  the  District  of  Columbia  owns  and  operates,  main- 
tains that  distribution  system.  So  with  regard  to  violations  in  the 
distribution  system,  we  do  the  sampling,  again,  with  our  laboratory 
taking  samples  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  testing  those  sam- 
ples, both  in  our  plant  and  from  the  distribution  system.  When 
there  is  a  violation  in  the  distribution  system,  we  notify  the  cus- 
tomer. District  of  Columbia,  and  the  EPA.  When  there  is  a  viola- 
tion in  the  plant,  because  of  the  EPA's  responsibilities  as  the  regu- 
lator, we  notify  EPA.  They  make  a  determination  of  what  actions 
are  required  there. 

I  might  also  add,  as  I  mentioned,  we  have  a  few  items  in  writing 
with  regard  to  our  notification  procedures.  I  do  not  call  them  ade- 
quate written  procedures;  they  are  being  reviewed  as  we  speak  and 
will  be  significantly  improved  on. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  an  important  clarification,  but  in  terms  of 
notification,  you  regard  that  as  the  responsibility  entirely  of  the 
EPA  in  a  situation  such  as  this? 

General  Genega.  Well,  ma'am,  what  I  regard  is  EPA's  deter- 
mination as  to  what  actions  are  required. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  understand  that.  I  understand  the  scientific  ex- 
pertise. I  am  now  tr5dng  to  clear  up  who  notifies  the  jurisdictions 
involved,  and  you  understand  that  to  be  an  EPA  responsibility? 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct,  yes,  ma'am,  as  it  stands  today, 
as  Mr.  Laskowski  explained.  Yes. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Petri. 

Mr.  Petri.  Thank  you  very  much.  Madam  Chairman. 

I  guess  you're  in  the  position  of  being  darned  if  you  do  and 
darned  if  you  don't,  in  the  sense  that  no  real  emergency  ended  up 
existing,  but  there  were  indications  that  one  might  have  existed. 
That  has  to  happen  from  time  to  time  and  then  someone  has  to 
make  a  call.  Whichever  way,  you  make  a  call,  there  are  some 
downsides.  We  are  all  familiar  with  the  children's  story  of  the  "Boy 
Who  Cried  Wolf,"  and  got  a  lot  of  attention  doing  it,  and  after 
awhile  people  started  ignoring  the  call.  And  so  there  is  a  danger 
of  issuing  all  kinds  of  warnings  every  time  the  needle  waves. 

If  there  is  not  a  real  emergency,  people  stop  responding  and  then 
when  the  real  emergency  does  occur,  people  are  too  lax.  So  I  am 
just  curious  to  know  a  little  about  the  decision-making  process  to 
issue  the  boil-water  alert.  Could  you  go  through  why  that  was  done 
or  why  it  was  felt  to  be  necessary? 

How  long  does  it  take  from  the  time  they  make  the  check  and 
when  the  water  actually  comes  out  of  someone's  tap;  to  go  through 
the  whole  system  and  follow-up  tests,  could  they  have  been  made 
in  that  time  frame?  Could  you  review  the  whole  situation;  and  why 
it  was  decided  to  issue  the  boiled-water  warning  alert  to  the  public 
at  the  time  that  decision  was  made?  Who  made  that  decision? 
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Mr.  Laskowski.  I  made  that  decision.  I  was  the  final  decision- 
maker, so  let  me  attempt  to  reconstruct  things  for  you.  At  approxi- 
mately 1  a.m.  on  the  7th  of  December,  according  to  the  information 
we  have,  the  5.0  Turbidity  Units  was  exceeded.  On  the  7th  of  De- 
cember, around  2  p.m.,  EPA  was  first  notified  there  may  be  a  prob- 
lem, and  between  2  and  4  o'clock  that  afternoon,  there  was  a  series 
of  phone  calls  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  EPA,  during 
which  time  EPA  learned  certain  information  that  there  was  a  prob- 
lem. 

The  problem  may  be  more  than  just  one  filter,  as  we  originally 
thought,  but  it  may  be  a  more  widespread  problem  at  the  plant.  We 
didn't  have  at  that  time  any  information  that  really  sent  us  into 
the  crisis  mode  since  at  that  time  the  Corps  told  us  they  were  tak- 
ing corrective  actions,  and  at  8:30  the  following  morning  on  the 
8th,  we  called  the  Corps  to  check  on  the  situation.  At  that  time, 
we  learned  the  duration  of  the  problem  and  the  fact  of  the  exact 
level  or  where  the  peak  levels  were  of  the  Turbidity  Units.  Then 
we  became  concerned  that  we  could  be  in  a  difficult  situation. 

We  called  our  experts  in  research  and  development  in  Cincinnati, 
our  national  expert  on  crjrptosporidium  and  the  person  who  was  in- 
volved in  the  Milwaukee  situation;  that  was  about  9  o'clock  on  the 
8th  of  December.  At  11  o'clock,  our  regional  office,  our  head- 
quarters office  and  our  research  and  development  people  got  to- 
gether, at  the  staff"  level  concluded — ^by  conference  call  they  got  to- 
gether, and  at  the  staff"  level  they  concluded  that  they  were  going 
to  recommend  to  management  that  a  notice  be  issued. 

I  happened  to  be  in  Washington  at  the  time  for  other  business. 
I  called  in  to  the  regional  office  at  1  o'clock  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
8th  and  was  told  of  the  recommendation.  I  made  my  own  personal 
contacts  at  research  and  development  and  our  headquarters  office, 
and  at  2  o'clock  I  gave  the  go-ahead  to  issue  the  notice. 

At  2:30,  I  visited  the  Deputy  Mayor's  office  in  D.C.;  it  was  a 
meeting  that  was  already  arranged  on  another  subject.  And  at 
2:30,  I  briefed  the  Deputy  Mayor.  He  then  helped  us  with  a  series 
of  phone  calls  and  called  the  Council  of  Governments  to  help  react 
to  this  crisis.  And  at  5  o'clock  we  issued  the  notice. 

If  I  could  just  back  up  for  a  moment,  the  decision  was  made  as 
a  precautionary  measure.  I  thought  it  was  better  to  be  safe  than 
sorry,  to  issue  a  notice,  given  the  fact  that  our  national  experts 
were  telling  us  that  the  situation  in  Milwaukee,  where  400,000 
people  were  ill,  and  given  the  information  we  had,  we  thought,  and 
I  thought,  making  the  final  decision,  that  it  was  better  to  not  take 
any  chances,  realizing  that  it  would  be  a  considerable  inconven- 
ience to  everyone  but  it  would  be  much  worse  if  we  didn't  take  the 
action  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  got  sick.  So  I  took  re- 
sponsibility for  that  decision.  And  after  review  with  other  people, 
I  think  it  was  the  right  decision. 

Mr.  Petri.  It  was  not  an  inconvenience  for  the  bottled  water  peo- 
ple. They  made  a  killing.  They  probably  appreciated  it. 

We  have  a  printout  of  the  testing  on  an  hourly  basis  and  it 
shows  that  at  midnight  it  was  well  below — at  midnight — at  the  end 
of  the  6th  and  beginning  of  the  7th,  it  was  well  below  the  5-unit 
alarm,  at  1.91.  And  then  at  1  o'clock,  it  suddenly  spiked  up  to  6.5. 
And  someone  could  say,  was  that  a  faulty  test?  What  is  going  on? 
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So  they  might  not  have  reacted.  This  is  just  one  test.  Suddenly  at 
2  o'clock,  it  goes  up,  though,  instead  of  down,  and  it  is  at  9.  And 
maybe  they  started  acting.  In  any  event,  at  3:00  a.m.  on  the  7th, 
it  dropped  from  9  down  to  6.5,  and  by  4  o'clock  it  is  back  below  the 
5.  So  that  persisted.  It  was  always  below  that  5-unit  point  the  rest 
of  the  day  of  the  7th.  It  dropped  even  below  the  1-target  point  later 
that  day.  And  so  that  takes  care  of  the  7th. 

We  get  into  the  December  8.  No  problem,  it  is  well  below  1  all 
day.  It  looks  fairly  normal,  continues  to  drop  on  average.  And  you 
met  on  the  morning  of  the  8th,  after  everything  had  been  normal 
since  3:00  the  previous  night,  more  than  24-hours  earlier,  I  guess, 
and  decided  we  had  to  issue  this  notice. 

Was  there  some  other  information  beyond  the  spike  up  in  turbid- 
ity that  led  you  to  do  that,  or  did  you  feel  you  had  no  opportunity 
to  do  further  verification?  Or  why,  when  everything  had  returned 
and  it  is  not  an  ongoing  bad  test,  did  you  decide  to  issue  the  warn- 
ing to  the  public? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Of  course,  there  was  distribution  time  between 
the  system,  from  the  time  the  water  leaves  the  plant  until  it  gets 
further  out  in  the  system,  could  be,  as  I  understand  it,  at  least  two 
days.  And  maybe  longer.  So  much  of  the  water  that  passed  through 
the  plant  when  those  levels  were  high  was  then  out  in  the  distribu- 
tion system  and  people  were  consuming  it. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  to  note  that  EPA  standards  are  5.0 
on  the  instantaneous  basis,  but  that  in  95  percent  of  the  tests  in 
any  given  month  should  not  exceed  0.5,  so  it  didn't  fall  below  0.5 
until  I  believe  it  was  the  afternoon  of  the  8th.  And  again  talking 
to  the  people  that  had  been  through  the  Milwaukee  situation,  they 
said  it  was  very  similar  to  that  situation. 

Of  course,  there  is  not  normally  extensive  tests  taken  for 
crjT^tosporidium  on  an  ongoing  basis.  And  so  that  information  was 
not  available.  So  we  had  to  assume  that  it  may  be  there,  especially 
with  the  high  rainfall  at  that  time,  the  rivers  were  high.  The  runoff 
from  farms  down  the  Potomac  was  higher  than  normal.  And  we 
thought  that  that  could  indicate  that  there  could  be  more 
Cryptosporidium  that  we  would  normally  see  and  giardia,  also.  And 
so  we  didn't  have  hard  data  on  this,  but  it  was  decision-making 
under  uncertainty.  And  what  swung  it  for  us,  I  think,  was  talking 
to  the  national  experts  who  had  seen  situations  in  other  plants 
across  the  country,  telling  us  this  was  very  similar  to  what  hap- 
pened in  Milwaukee.  And  then,  in  my  mind,  anyway,  the  decision 
became  rather  easy  to  make. 

Mr.  Petri.  So,  presumably,  if  there  had  been  no  problem  in  Mil- 
waukee, no  public  notice  would  have  been  given  based  on  this  in- 
crease and  then  the  drop  in  turbidity  here,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  think  Milwaukee  taught  us  all  a  lesson  within 
the  water  supply  community  and  the  regulatory  community.  And 
I  wouldn't  want  to  speculate  exactly  what  we  would  have  done  with 
another  set  of  facts,  but  that  definitely  weighed  heavy  in  the  deci- 
sion-making. 

Mr.  Elder.  Mr.  Congressman,  may  I  add  something? 

There  would  have  been  a  public  notification  requirement  within 
72  hours  after  the  instantaneous  maximum  criteria  was  violated, 
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but  that  would  have  just  been  notice  to  the  customers;  that  is  dif- 
ferent than  a  boil-water  decision  that  EPA  made. 

Mr,  Petri.  Right.  How  long  does  it  take  to  conduct  a 
Cryptosporidium  test  or  other  tests  that  might  be  indicated  by  an 
increase  in  turbidity  beyond  the  guideline? 

Mr.  Elder.  Under  the  only  analytical  procedure  that  is  available 
to  us,  which  is  very  cumbersome,  it  takes  four  to  six  hours  to  col- 
lect the  sample  and  then  it  takes  24  hours  in  the  laboratory  to  in- 
cubate or  identify  whether  or  not  there  is  giardia  or 
Cryptosporidium  present.  We  are  looking  at  other  anal3rtical  tech- 
niques that  are  being  pioneered  in  England,  because  they  had  some 
experience  with  this  in  London  in  the  mid-1980s. 

Mr.  Petri.  So  it  would  have  been  physically  possible  to  get  an 
all-clear  test  within  the  two-day  system  run-through  window  had 
the  test  been  conducted  within  an  hour  or  two  of  the  high  turbidity 
readings;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Elder.  In  our  view,  it  still  would  have  been  too  late.  We  still 
would  have  had  a  problem.  Because  you  can't  have  the  sample  re- 
sults until  after  30  hours  you  collected  the  sample. 

Mr.  Petri.  So  we  have  a  situation  that  every  time  we  have  an 
increase  in  turbidity,  we  issue  a  boiled-water  alert  to  be  sure  that 
people  might  not  possibly  be  exposed  to  some  contagious  disease; 
is  that  correct? 

What  would  we  do  to  be  more  sensible  and  not  alarm  people 
needlessly?  Should  we  have  bigger  holding  tanks  so  that  it  takes 
longer;  so  30  hours  would  come  within  that? 

Mr.  Elder.  Our  view  is  that  there  shouldn't  be  these  types  of 
high-level  readings  of  turbidity.  That  is  why  we  decided  it  was  a 
matter  of  serious  health  concern  and  took  these  precautionary 
measures.  Right  now,  we  are  limited  by  the  analytical  methodol- 
ogy. Were  these  same  type  of  readings  to  occur  again,  either  in  the 
D.C.  system,  or  the  D.C.-area  system,  or  somewhere  else  around 
the  country,  we  would  have  to  follow  the  same  course  of  action,  and 
in  my  capacity,  I  would  give  the  same  type  of  advice  to  the  other 
nine  people  around  the  country  that  serve  in  Stan  Laskowski's  po- 
sition. 

Mr.  Petri.  So  buy  bottled  water  stock  is  what  you  are  telling  me. 
You  guys  are  going  to  be  notifying  the  public,  whether  or  not  there 
is  a  real  danger  if  there  is  a  paperwork  indication  that  it  doesn't 
meet  the  guidelines  that  are  set? 

Mr.  Elder.  It  is  conceivable,  but  we  are  working  on  the  analyt- 
ical methodology,  as  I  indicated.  It  is  not  that  common  an  occur- 
rence to  have  the  scenario  that  occurred  in  Milwaukee  or  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers's  facility.  And  I  am  hopeful  that  it  will  not  hap- 
pen again  anywhere  else. 

Ms.  Norton.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

All  you  have  to  do  is  to  make  sure  you  catch  it  before  it  gets  into 
the  distribution  system;  isn't  that  so?  And  then  we  wouldn't  ever 
be  into  bottled  water.  The  problem  is  that  it  was  not  caught  and 
when  it  gets  into  the  distribution  system,  you  have  to  worry  about 
boiling  water.  But  I  take  it  that  the  reason  that  this  is  not  happen- 
ing all  over  the  United  States  is  that  it  is  rare  that  such  water 
trespasses  into  the  distribution  system  itself, 

Mr,  Elder.  Correct. 
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Mr.  Petri.  I  understand  the  determination  to  take  action  against 
people  who  should  be  keeping  the  turbidity  below  those  guidelines 
through  alum  or  whatever.  But  is  the  solution  then  to  alarm  the 
public  when  there  is  no  real  need  for  alarm  or  is  the  solution  to 
go  after  the  people  who  aren't  doing  their  job  and  alarm  them  by 
possibly  removing  them  and  finding  someone  who  is  doing  their 
job? 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  problem  here  but  the  solution 
doesn't  quite  fit  the  problem.  But  I  might  be  missing  something. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  In  my  mind,  the  solution  is  to  make  sure  that 
the  plant  is  operated  as  well  as  it  could  be  operated,  which  may 
mean  further  automation,  which  the  Corps  is  undertaking.  It  may 
mean  additional  training.  It  may  mean  a  lot  of  additional  things. 
And  we  are  looking  into  all  of  those  things  and  we  will  have  a  full 
report  later  on  that  as  part  of  our  investigation. 

I  think  we  are  getting  to — what  you  were  getting  to  earlier  was 
the  ability  to  have  information  in  your  hand  to  make  a  decision 
more  easily.  And  on  Cryptosporidium,  we  could  require  every  water 
supply  to  test  for  that  every  hour  if  we  wanted  to.  It  is  very  expen- 
sive. But  the  better  solution  is  to  operate  the  plant  correctly.  But 
we  are  looking  at  all  situations  and,  hopefully,  we  will  come  up 
with  better  recommendations  to  talk  to  the  monitoring  and  the  op- 
erations of  the  plant. 

Mr.  Petri.  I  don't  want  to  belabor  the  point,  but  I  do  want  to 
indicate  that  while  there  is  clearly  a  problem  with  people  violating 
guidelines  and  it  should  be  dealt  with,  there  is  also  a  problem  that 
is  less  easy  to  quantify.  We  reduce  to  numbers  on  a  piece  of  paper 
with  issuing  repeated  and  alarming  notices  to  the  public  without 
a  real,  honest  to  goodness,  substantial  basis  for  those  alarms  based 
on  the  experience,  judgment  and  every  other  ability  that  people 
have  who  are  supposed  to  be,  in  decision-making  positions.  And  the 
cost  is  that  people  will  start  giving  less  credence  to  alarms  because 
they  say,  well,  there  they  go  again  and  telling  us  about  this  drink- 
ing water  and  nothing  happened  last  time,  and  so  on  and  so  forth. 
And  that  does  lead  to  real  big,  though  not  as  easy  to  quantify, 
problems  keeping  our  guard  up  as  citizens  and  protecting  ourselves 
and  relying  on  the  advice  of  our  responsible  officials. 

So  I  would  only  caution  that  you  are  going  to  get  in  trouble 
whichever  way  you  make  a  decision.  If  you  don't  want  it  to  get  up 
above  that  5  level,  and  if  it  does,  you  should  be  taking  action.  So 
maybe  tougher  guidelines  and  suspending  personnel  would  be  more 
appropriate  rather  than  trying  to  club  them  or  shame  them  by 
alarming  all  kinds  of  senior  citizens  and  children  in  a  jurisdiction. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  do  want  to  notify  the  public  when  there  is 
a  real  danger  but  we  want  to  do  ever3rthing  we  possibly  can  to  de- 
termine whether,  in  fact,  the  danger  exists  before  issuing  these  5- 
alarm  alerts,  so  to  speak.  That  is  my  own  advice  as  a  Member  of 
this  panel.  Otherwise,  I  thank  you  very  much. 

It  seems  to  me — and  you  can  correct  this  or  comment  on  it  just 
to  wind  it  up.  If  there  were  good  testing  procedures  in  place  and 
they  had  been  properly  and  quickly  deployed,  it  might  have  been 
possible  to  have  gotten  some  indication  that  would  have  led  the  de- 
cision-makers to  not  issue  a  boil-water  alert  to  the  public  two  days 
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after  a  blip  in  the  turbidity;  is  that  correct?  Or  are  we  still  fl5dng 
blind  and  waiting  for  the  British  to  come  up  with  better  tests? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  think  that  is  the  case.  Science  is  not  quite 
where  we  would  want  it  to  be.  I  would  say  that  the  Corps  was  in 
compliance  with  the  testing  that  the  EPA  required,  but  that  we 
don't  normally  require  testing  for  Cryptosporidium  and  giardia 
throughout  the  Nation  on  a  very  frequent  basis.  And,  you  know, 
that  is,  of  course,  very  expensive  to  do,  and  if  the  plant  runs  cor- 
rectly, it  would  be  rare  that  you  would  have  a  situation  like  this. 
So  it  is  a  balancing  act. 

I  think  as  EPA  issues  additional  regulations  and  we  go  through 
those  procedures  with  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  reauthoriza- 
tion, that  those  things  will  have  to  be  addressed,  I  believe. 

General  Genega.  Sir,  may  I  amplify  one  comment  that  Mr. 
Laskowski  made? 

We  are  in  the  process  and  have  been  for  the  last  couple  of 
months,  of  installing  a  more  automated  system,  that  is  automating 
the  connection  between  a  high  turbidity  reading  and  the  feeding  of 
alum  in  the  correct  proportions.  That  is  a  part  of  our  ongoing  cap- 
ital improvements  program,  and  in  fact  the  results  of  a  comprehen- 
sive performance  evaluation  done  by  an  outside  independent  con- 
tractor not  quite  two  years  ago  and  coordinated  with  EPA.  That 
feed  will  be  automatically  determined  by  this  equipment.  It  is 
being  tested  as  we  speak,  and  the  alarm  systems  are  being  tested 
that  was  ongoing  before.  It  will  not  totally  eliminate  human  inter- 
vention, but  it  will  decrease  it  somewhat  from  what  is  required 
today. 

Mr.  Petri.  Well,  thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  Mr.  Petri. 

Ms.  Byrne. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you,  Madam  Chair. 

General,  you  had  mentioned  three  incidents  of  E.  coli  bacteria 
found  in  the  last  year. 

Greneral  Genega.  Fecal  coliform. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Around  October  10th,  did  you  find  any  other  bac- 
teria, two  incidents  of  other  bacteria? 

(General  Genega.  I  don't  know  the  10th  October  date,  but  I 
would  be  happy  to  provide  you  what  happened  on  the  10th,  for  the 
record.  But,  again,  in  1993,  there  were  some  40  odd  first  indica- 
tions and  there  were  only  three  confirmations.  So  what  I  would  be- 
lieve is  if  you  have  some  information  about  the  10th  of  October, 
that  that  may  have  been  a  first  indication,  but  the  follow-up  was 
negative,  therefore,  there  was  an  overall  negative  report. 

But  if  I  might,  let  me  examine  our  records  for  the  10th  and  sub- 
mit for  the  record  what  I  think  happened  on  that  and  then  what 
happened  on  any  follow-on  tests. 

[The  information  received  from  General  Genega  follows:] 

Microbiological  Sampling  Results  for  October  10,  1993 

PURPOSE:  The  following  information  is  provided  in  response  to  Congresswoman 
Byrne's  inquiry  at  the  Water  Resources  and  Environment  Subcommittee  hearing  on 
December  20,  1993,  regarding  the  water  problems  at  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment 
Plant.  Congresswoman  Byrne  asked  if  there  had  been  "two  incidents  of  bacteria" 
around  October  10. 
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FINDINGS:  An  examination  of  the  microbiological  laboratory  results  of  daily 
water  samples  shows  that  there  were  no  positive  readings  on  October  10,  1993,  nor 
were  there  positive  readings  at  any  times  during  either  the  preceding  week,  or  the 
succeeding  week. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Do  you  have  any  information  as  to  what  your  supply 
of  alum  was  on  Sunday  before  the  turbidity? 

General  Genega,  While  the  supply  of  alum  was  quite  adequate 
in  quantity  to  treat  the  amount  of  water  being  processed,  one  sup- 
ply bin  ran  empty  requiring  plant  officials  to  reroute  water  under 
another  bin.  We  did  run  out  at  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  of  polymer, 
which  was  replenished  on  the  6th.  Polymer  is  another  compound 
which  added  in  the  process  assists  in  precipitation.  On  the  6th, 
there  were  sufficient  quantities  of  alum,  aluminum  sulfate,  and 
polymer  in  the  plant  had  the  correct  procedures  been  followed. 
They  were  not. 

Ms.  Byrne.  So  you  had  an  adequate  supply,  regardless  of  how 
much  water  was  coming  through  the  plant? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  that  is  correct. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Okay.  Let  me  follow  this.  The  chemical  plant  does 
about  110  million  gallons;  is  that  correct? 

General  Genega.  We  were  providing  about  170-million  gallons 
per  day  at  Dalecarlia  during  the  time  period  in  question  here. 

Ms.  Byrne.  But,  I  mean  you  must  have  a  capacity  to  this  chemi- 
cal plant;  it  is  not  unlimited;  right? 

General  Genega.  No,  ma'am,  but  the  capacity  is  higher  than 
that.  It  is  slightly  in  excess  of  200  million  gallons  a  day.  That  is 
the  capacity  of  the  overall  plant. 

Ms.  Byrne.  What  is  the  capacity  of  the  chemical  plant  where 
these  chemicals  are  added? 

General  Genega.  That  is  at  least  200  million.  I  don't  know  the 
exact  in  number,  but  it  can  accommodate  a  flow-through  of  200 
million  gallons  a  day. 

Ms.  Byrne.  So  you  had  enough  alum  and  poljrmer  on  hand  to 
handle  200  million  gallons? 

General  Genega.  I  did  not  have  adequate  quantities  of  polymer 
on  hand  on  the  5th.  When  the  incident  on  the  6th  occurred,  the 
aluminum  sulfate  on  hand  was  adequate;  it  was  not  appropriately 
adjusted  to  compensate  for  the  increasing  raw  water  turbidity.  And 
the  polymers  had  been  replenished  on  the  6th,  also,  and  those 
quantities  were  adequate. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Okay.  I  am  trying  to  figure  out  the  standard  operat- 
ing procedure  at  this  plant.  And  it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
records  are  all  kept  in  pencil.  Could  you  tell  me  why? 

General  Genega.  I  have  reviewed  the  records.  They  are  kept  on 
the  log  in  pencil.  I  cannot  tell  you  why.  I  have  looked  at  records 
for  that  day,  and  while  I  did  not  examine  them  in  great  detail,  I 
found  no  evidence  of  any  erasures  there,  and  in  fact  we  are  the 
ones  that  of  course  reported  that  violation  to  the  EPA. 

Ms.  Byrne.  But  do  you  think  it  is  odd  to  keep  permanent  records 
in  pencil? 

General  Genega.  I  confess  I  don't  have  an  answer  for  you  right 
now,  ma'am.  I  don't  know  why  we  do  that  or  if  we  have  a  require- 
ment to  do  them  in  any  certain  way. 
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Ms.  Byrne.  First  of  all,  how  many  civilian  employees  work  at  the 
plant? 

General  Genega.  There  are  about  240  employees  that  work  be- 
tween the  Dalecarlia  and  the  McMillan  Plant.  Only  a  small  number 
of  those,  on  the  order  of  30-odd,  are  actually  filtration  plant  opera- 
tors. The  remainder  operate  the  pumping  plant  and  do  various 
sorts  of  maintenance  responsibilities;  run  the  laboratory,  for  exam- 
ple, that  does  the  various  testing,  and  then  of  course  supervise  that 
entire  operation. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Do  you  think  this  plant  has  had  a  history  of  person- 
nel problems  that  added  to  this  crisis? 

General  Genega.  There  have  been  some  personnel  problems  at 
the  plant.  Based  on  my  knowledge  of  those  personnel  problems,  I 
would  not  make  the  statement  that  it  added  to  the  difficulties  at 
this  particular  time. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Have  you  seen  a  copy  that  was  sent  to  both  Senator 
Warner,  Robb,  and  Congressman  Wolf  of  a  petition  by  the  employ- 
ees at  Dalecarlia  on  the  3rd— excuse  me,  the  10th  of  March,  1993? 
And  it  is — ^have  you  seen  this  petition? 

General  Genega.  No,  I  have  not,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Byrne.  The  petition  says  that  we,  the  employees  of  the 
Dalecarlia  Washington  Aqueduct,  a  division  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  hereby  petition  the  United  States  Congress  to  launch  a 
congressional  investigation  of  the  branch  chiefs  in  the  Baltimore 
districts  for  the  following  reasons:  Gross  mismanagement,  gross 
waste  of  funds,  abuse  of  authority,  specific  danger  to  public  health 
and  safety,  and  most  of  all,  discrimination.  And  it  has  40  signa- 
tures on  this  petition  that  was  sent  to  Senators  Robb  and  Warner 
and  Representative  Wolf.  And  I  would  think  that  because  of  inquir- 
ies that  have  been  made  by  all  three  of  those  gentlemen,  that  you 
or  somebody  in  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  would  be  aware  that 
there  have  been  more  than  a  few  problems. 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  I  am  sorry,  I  have  just  been  reminded 
here — I  was  not  aware  of  that  petition  per  se,  but  I  was  aware  of 
an  allegation  of  PCB  contamination.  An  employee  has  indicated 
that  there  was  PCB  contamination.  Tests  were  made  by  the  labora- 
tory of  samples  taken  from  that  location  and  those  tests  proved 
negative. 

We  tested  for  a  number  of  additional  materials  besides  the  PCB. 
One  location  had  a  tainting  of  lead.  We  are  in  the  process  of  remov- 
ing some  small  number  of  yards  of  material  to  treat  them  and  re- 
mediate that  hazardous  waste,  as  we  speak.  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
other  allegations  in  that  petition. 

If  I  might,  I  will  certainly  review  that  document  and  review  what 
actions  were  taken  in  response  to  those  Senators  and  Congressmen 
and  provide  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  received  from  General  Genega  follows:] 
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CENAB-OC 


11  January  1994 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  the  District  Engineer 

SUBJECT:  Summation  with  regard  to  allegations  of  prohibited 
discrimination,  Inequity,  Fraud,  Waste  and  Abuse  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division 

1.  During  the  past  three  years,  fourteen  (14)  formal  complaints  of 
prohibited  discrimination  have  been  filed  by  employees  of  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  Division.  Two  individuals  filed  50%  of  those 
fourteen  cases.  There  have  been  no  findings  of  prohibited 
discrimination. 


2.  During  the  past  three  years,  there  have  been  four  "hot  line" 
type  allegations  of  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  at  Washington  Aqueduct 
Division.  Three  internal  investigations  and  investigation  by  USAGE 
IG  have  not  substantiated  any  wrong  doing. 


ict  Counsel 
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CEMAB-BE  7  January  1994 

INFORMATION  PAPER 

SUBJECT:   BEO  Information  as  Requested  by  EQ  OSACE  for 
Congressional  Committee 

PURPOSE:   To  provide  the  Commander  Information  Regarding  the 
Allegations  of  Discrimination,  Inequity,  Etc. 

X.  Allegations  of  discrimination  by  employees  at  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  are  processed  in  accordance  with  established 
procedures  established  by  Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1964,  as  amended  and  applicable  Government  regulations.   There 
have  been  a  total  of  (14)  fourteen  formal  complaints  filed  during 
the  past  (3)  three  years.   Of  these  fourteen  complaints,  (7)  were 
filed  by  two  individuals  which  represents  50%  of  the  con^laints 
filed  by  employees  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division. 

2.  The  attached  chart  reflects  the  status  of  the  cases  filed  as 
follows:   3  settled  through  negotiated  settlement  agreements;  1 
decided  by  Merit  Systems  Protection  Board  (in  favor  of  the 
Agency) ;   3  were  closed  by  final  Army  decision  with  a  finding  of 
no  discrimination;  2  were  dismissed;  2  requested  hearings  by  the 
Equal  Employment  opportunity  Commission  (EEOC) ;  1  closed  for 
failure  by  complaint  to  prosecute;  1  appealing  dismissal  decision 
to  EEOC;  1  In  civil  litigation  in  U.S.  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  tra^l  to  commence  on  24  Jan  94. 

3.  Although  there  is  a  perception  of  prohibited  discrimination 
by  some  employees  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct,  employees  have 
utilized  the  discriaiinatlon  complaint  processing  system  that 
afforded  them  the  opportunity  to  have  their  allegations  heard 
outside  of  the  District.  These  procedures  have  resulted  In  no 
finding  of  discrimination  to  substantiate  their  allegations.  We 
continue  to  actively  attempt  to  change  the  perception  by  having 
ongoing  training  for  Corps  employees  at  all  levels.  We 
constantly  keep  employees  informed  of  EEOC  complaint  processing 
procedures  and  Department  of  Army  and  Seadquarters •  policies  on 
non-dlscrlmination/harassment  in  the  workplace. 

4.  In  the  past  we  have  conducted  informal  ''Rap  Sessions"  as  a 
vehicle  for  employees  to  air  their  concerns/perceptions  of 
dlsariminatlon.   At  these  sessions,  we  were  successful  in 
resolving  what  employees  believed  to  be  discriminatory,  but  after 
having  their  concerns  properly  addressed,  the  employees  were 
satisfied  that  what  they  perceived  to  be  discrlalnatlon  was  not. 


33 


-2- 

5.  In  ligbt  of  the  recurrence  of  the  perception  of 
discrimination,  we  are  reinstituting  the  previously  successful 
••Rap  Sessions".    The  first  informal  ••Rap  session"  has  been 
scheduled  for  13  January  1994  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct.   The 
program  is  designed  to  encourage  employees  to  openly  discuss 
their  concerns  and  to  help  find  mutual  solutions  to  correct  any 
perceived  problems.   These  sessions  will  continue  until  employees 
and  management  feel  that  there  has  been  improvement.   Efforts  are 
underway  by  the  EEO  Office  and  the  management  officials  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  to  provide  training  on  ••Diversity  in  the 
Workforce".   This  training  will  be  conducted  by  professional 
trainers  who  are  well-versed  in  this  subject. 

6.  We  will  continue  to  strive  to  have  a  wor)cplace  where 
employees  feel  they  are  part  of  the  solution  and  not  the  problem. 

2  End 

1.  Pie  Chart 

2.  Status  Report 

PREPARED  BY:   IRENE  TACXETT 
authemtication:  \^Mu-rJL    ^-  f^^;^<>^^^^^ 
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CENAB-OC  7  January  1994 

INFORMATION  PAPER 

SUBJECT:  Allegation  of  Fraud,  Waste  and  Abuse  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  as  requested  by  HQ  USAGE  for  congressional 
committee . 

PURPOSE:  To  provide  the  Commander  Information  regarding 
allegations  of  Fraud,  Waste,  and  Abuse  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct. 

1.  During  the  past  three  years  there  have  been  approximately  four 
"hotline"  type  allegations  of  Fraud  Waste  and  Abuse  (FWA)  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  Division.  These  allegations  have  taken  the 
form  of  single  letters  containing  numerous  individual  exzunples  of 
perceived  F.W.A.  going  back  many  years. 

2.  These  issues  which  appear  to  come  from  one  or  two  employees 
have  been  investigated  by  the  USACE  IG.  No  wrong  doing  has  been 
substantiated . 

3.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  PCB  issue,  which  was  the  svibject 
of  Major  Torrence's  15-6  investigation,  was  raised  in  one  of 
hotline  complaints;  however,  that  issue  is  addressed  in  the  HTRW 
consultant's  report. 


PREPARED  BY:   OMAR  M.  ZEN 
AUTHENTICATION: 


unAK  n.  ^ivn 
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Ms.  Byrne.  CJeneral,  is  the  lead  and  whatever  you  are  talking 
about — I  know  that  there  was  an  allegation  of  PCB  dumping,  and 
also  some  other  toxic  dumping — ^but  are  we  talking  about  the  re- 
port that — is  it  Major  Torrance  is  giving  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers? Is  it  Major  Torrance? 

Greneral  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  he  did  an  investigation  under  the 
provisions  of  Army  Regulation  15-6.  He  was  appointed  an  Army 
Regulation  15-6  investigating  officer.  As  a  piece  of  his  investiga- 
tion, he  had  the  employees  who  raised  that  issue  physically  point 
on  the  ground  where  the  suspected  sites  were  and  that  is  where 
we  did  the  tests. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Would  it  be  possible  to  furnish  this  committee  with 
Major  Torrance's  report? 

General  Genega.  I  don't  know  of  a  reason  we  could  not  do  that, 
ma'am. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Okay.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  received  from  General  Genega  follows:] 
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CENAB-OC  23  December  1993 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  District  Engineer 

SUBJECT:  AR  15-6  Investigation  Conducted  by  Major  Gerald 
Torrence 


1.  I  have  reviewed  the  subject  report  of  investigation,  and 
find  it  legally  sufficient. 

2.  I  endorse  the  Investigative  Officer's  recoininendation. 


I   concur. 


ikiJOVaCR  M.    ZEN 

/       Assistant  District  Counsel 
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CENAB-PP-E  23  December  1993 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Memorandum  of  Clarification  Regarding  Washington  Aqueduct 
AR  15-6  Investigation,  7  through  10  September  1993 

1.  Reference  AR  15-6  v/ enclosed  memorandum  for  record,  subject: 
Allegations  of  Mis-Management,  Discrimination,  Fraud,  Waste  and 
Abuse  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  (WAD) ,  Baltimore 
District,  Special  Enclosure  III,  undated. 

2.  This  memorandum  is  to  clarify  my  impression  of  the  phrase, 
"... something  drastic  is  going  to  occur"  in  paragraph  5  of  the 
referenced  memorandum.  Although  no  specific  threats  or  definitions 
were  attached  to  the  phrase  in  question  by  the  employees 
interviewed,  I  understood  "something  drastic"  to  mean  physical 
altercations  between  workers  and  first  line  supervisors  or  between 
workers  of  different  races.  At  no  time  did  I  perceive  that  a 
threat  of  sabotage  was  implied. 

3.  The  point  of  contact  for  this  memorandum  is  Major  Gerald 
Torrence,  (410)  962-4347. 


Major,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Investigating  Officer 
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REPORT  OF  PROCEEDINGS  BY  INVESTIOATING  OFFICER/BOARD  OF  OFFICERS 


IF  MORE  JTACB  IS  REQUIRED  IK  FILUNC  OUT  ASY  fOKTIOS  OF  THIS  FORM.  ATTACH  ADDITIONALSHEm 
HCTIOW  I  -  APXMMTMiMT 


AppoiBUd  by        rn...mii«H»r  ■    »«1t<inore  DJBtrlet    Cqjdr^Q^  Erj^gln^erB 


OB  7    Septem>»>T    1993    (A inch  Inclomrt  I.  Uiur ofippoliitmni or mmKury  oforti tppohimtn) dtu.)  (Set  pm 3-IS.AR  IH.) 

(DtKj 


StCTION  II  -  tmiows 


Tb*  llmttllftlOH)  (»l 


(net) 


.  ftt  _JU3Q_hmi£fl_ 


ai    7    Scr'-frV*''    ">"'*     (If  I  formal  board  mtl  far  mortilunciuKi^on.ehidi  hen  O .  Imdlette  In  on  Indomrt  the  lime  ueh  tiaioii  btfm 
ended,  the  placi?pi'rioru  pmeni  tmd  mbteiti.  end  explautloit  oftbtencei.  Iftny.)  The  foUowinf  pmow    Imemhtri.  rt^ondentt.  eatiaelj  wirt 
pr<«Dt:  (After  etch  mac  litdletie  etpedty.  c».  fmldeiit.  Recorder.  Member.  Uftl  Adrttor.j 


n/k 


Tb*  (oUowtDf  pnwai  (memten,  rttpondentt,  eamel)  wen  sbMBt:  (l»ekide  trlefapbntitem  o/«ac*  ttmnct-f  (See  ffe  i-2  nd  Ut.  AR  134.1 

M/A 


Tb*  (Imettltttlntoffktrl  (i 

•ad  completed  flndinp  uid  ■•comiBMidati< 


finUwd  taUMiini  /baarinf  cridtne*  tt     1^30  tinurii 

(Time) 


(Dtte) 


■»    in   g.pf>i.>>pr    1003 


(Dote) 


ttCTlOW  III  -  CHECKLIST  tOn  PWOCtlCHMOS 


InoMnaI 


A.  COMPLETE  IN  ALL  CASES 


iBckaiiM  (pen3-l5,AKli4l 

Ai»  tb*  foUowim  tncto«»d  «pd  Biimbw»d  «o— caMwIy  with  BctBin  n»n«i»h:  (A  tuehed  l»  order  luted) 


a.  Tb*  l*tUt  ol  ippototiB«Bt  oi «  »iiai»«y  ot  etal  ippoiiitm«nt  d»u? 


b.  Copy  of  BOtie*  to  f«*poBd«nt.  If  my?  (See  Item  %  below) 


e.  OUwt  eo*wpoBd»Be*  wltb  i«»poBd*Bt  at  ceuBi»l.  If  *ByT 


±  All  o<b«t  wittfB  «OBUBBBic«ticB*  »o  OT  faoBi  tb*  «ppti<iitlni  lutborlty? 


«.  PriTBcy  Act  8Ut«B»*Bti  (CertlfUete.  If  tftememt  proflded  orelly)f 


f.  EsplBBatioB  by  tb*  iBVHiiptiBf  efltccr  or  bond  of  any  BBunial  dalayi,  £fBealti«,  fanfulaiiti**,  or  otbcr  probkau 
a»eottBt*T*d  (e.g.,  dbte»ee  ofmeiertti  wllneteetIT . 


t.  iBfonnatioB  a»  to  aaialoa*  of  a  fonnal  board  BOt  lBclud«d  ob  pat*  1  of  thit  report? 


h.  Aoy  oth«t  atiBlficaat  papwa  /other  then  erldenetl  wlatini  to  adiBiBJitiatiT*  aaowU  of  tb*  fawcatitalioB  or  boarfT 
rOOrnOTMB:    MUpmn  m  iMtaflM  aMWn  «•  «■  tttmehtd  *Ml. 

JlJm  mf  the  NIA  rebimn  nMHMtn  «>oriMM  rwftmmtHmtlm  (Ml  the  elmmtti 


JttUUMik 


I  dttefOtdlmlhenntlom  did  mot  otev  hi  I 


DA  FORM  1574.  MAR  S3 


tOITION  OF  NOV  77  I*  OBSOLtTC. 
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»  "aJ*  li  S^  offmd  (wtulhtr  or m>l  rtctivti)  or  eoMideicd  w  rridcnet  in*nd««lly  numbered  or  ft.tmim' 


Yt-SlNOi7</itf> 


ohlblu  ud  atuched  to  Ihit  report? 

I  lBd«»  of  «U  eihibiu  offer»d  to  or  comidered  by  UiwtiiiUng  officer  or  bo«rd  «tuehed  before  the  firat  eihibit? 


c  Hm  the  teetimooy/iUtement  of  each  witnea  been  recorded  eerbetun  or  been  reduced  to  written  form  end  itUched  w 

Ml  exhibit? 


i  Aiecoplee  lieecriptiont.  or  depictione  llf  tuUlituUd  for  nal  or  ioeumtntary  evidence)  properly  euthentioUd  end  ii 

th.  tn«-.tion  of  the  orianel  fTJrtfnrf  IndicittdT ; — .  ...    .„  ,.,., 

t   Are  deecTipUene  or  dl.penu  Included  of  loceUotn  rUlUd  by  the  inTeetlntint  officer  or  boerd  (pan  3-eb.  AK  IS-6)r 


f.    b  each  writun  lUpulation  ttteched  ■•  en  exhibit  wd  ie  each  oraJ  etipuliUon  either  reduced  to  writinj  end  made  u 
exhibit  or  lecorded  in  >  Terbetim  record? 


I.   V  official  DoUce  of  eny  nutter  we*  talien  orer  the  objection  of  a  reepondent  or  counael.  ie  *  lUUmeot  of  the  metur 
of  which  official  notice  wai  taken  attached  aa  an  exhibit  (pare  Slid.  AR  lB-6)f 


Wai  a  quorum  preaent  when  tht  board  Toted  on  flndinp  and  recommendationi  fperei  41  andS-2b,  AR  t5-€)f 


B.  COMPLETE  ONLY  FOR  FORMAL  BOARD  PROCEEDINGS  (Chapter  B.  AR  IBS) 


At  the  iiitiJ  teeeion.  <td  tht  leocrda  lead.  <t  dtcmaje  that  all  partidpaala  had  read,  the  fetter  of  ^pointment  (pan  Mb.AX  Jfrg> 


Wm  a  quorum  preeent  at  eTcry  letaion  of  the  board  (para  B-2b.  AR  IB-S)f 


Wai  each  abaence  of  any  member  properly  excuaed  fpcrq  6-2o,  AR  2S-€)t 


Were  membert,  witneii«,  reporter,  and  interpreter  ewom.  if  required  (para  S-l.  AR  lS-e)f 


U  any  membcre  who  Toted  on  findinji  or  recommendationi  were  not  preaent  when  the  board  received  aome  eeidence, 
does  the  inclofure  deacribe  how  they  familiariied  theroaelTM  with  that  eridence  fpora  B-2d.  AR  IB-S)f 


C.  COMPLTE  ONLY  IF  A  RESPONDENT  WAS  DESIGNATED  fSeefion  //.  Outpter  S.  AR  IS-S) 


Notice  to  reipondentt  (para  5-5,  AR  1S~6): 


c.    Does  each  letter  of  nottficatio 


Is  the  method  and  date  of  delJTery  to  the  respondent  indicated  on  each  letter  of  notification? 


Was  the  date  of  delitery  at  least  fi»e  working  days  prior  to  the  first  aeasion  of  the  board? 


(2)      the  date,  hour,  and  place  of  the  first  aestion  of  the  board  concerning  that  respondent? 


(2)      the  mattfr  to  be  ineestigated,  including  specific  allegations  against  the  respondent,  if  any? 


(3)      the  respondent's  rights  with  regard  to  counsel? 


(<)      the  ■ 


nd  address  of  each  witness  expected  to  be  called  by  the  recorder? 


(B)     the  respondent's  righu  to  be  present,  preaent  eridence,  and  call  witneases? 


d.  Was  the  respondent  provided  a  copy  of  all  uncla»ified  documents  in  the  case  file? 


K  tteie  were  relewnt  cksaBed  nmUnalt.  weie  the  respondent  md  his  coimael  given  acceas  and  m  oppoitutaty  to  exanmne  tfaan'; 


If  any  respondent  was  designated  after  the  proceedings  began  (or  otherwUe  wot  abunl  during  part  of  the  proceedings): 


a    Was  he  properly  notified  (para  B-S.  AR  2S-6)t 


b   WMiea»d<rft»uuMli^Kxle»kienaieojiedkihkahimoen»dnwiljbtefas 


ibylm»Kih»co«MlO»»<i5-fcARffrq> 


11  Counsel  (para  5-6,  AR  15-6): 


Was  each  respondent  represented  by  counsel? 


Name  and  busineu  address  of  counsel: 


(If  counsel  it  a  lawyer,  check  here   D  ) 


b.  Was  respondent's  counsel  present  at  all  open  aeasions  of  the  board  relating  to  that  respondent? 


c  IX  military  counsel  was  requested  but  not  made  a»»aable.  is  a  copy  (or,  if  oral,  a  eummary)  of  the  requeat  and  the 
action  taken  on  it  included  in  the  report  (para  S-6b.  AR  16-6)T 


If  the  respondent  challenged  the  legal  advisor  or  any  voting  member  {or  lack  of  impartiality  (pgro  6-7.  AR  IB-B): 


a   Was  the  challenge  properly  denied  and  by  the  appropriate  officer? 


Was  the  respondent  giv 


a   Be  preaent  witti  iiis  couns«i  m.  all  opm  sessionsof  thr  bo»d  wfaidi  deal  with  any  mattg  which  conoema  that  re^wndant? 


t   Object  to  the  testiroony  of  witoeaaes  and  croaa-examine  witnesaea  other  than  his  own? 


fully  challenged  cease  to  participate  in  the  proceedings? 


1  opportunity  to  (para  B-Sa.  AR  IS-6): 


b.  Examine  and  object  to  the  introduction  of  real  and  documentary  evidence,  including  written  statements? 


d.   Call  witnesses  and  otiwrwise  introduce  evidence? 


e.   Testify  as  s  witness? 


f    Make  or  have  his  counsel  make  a  final  sUtement  or  argument  fparg  5-9,  AR  1B-S)t 

If  requested,  did  the  recorder  aasist  the  respondent  in  obtaining  evidence  in  poaseaaion  of  the  Government  and  i 
arranging  for  the  presence  of  witnesses  (para  B-8b.  AR  lB-€)f 


Are  all  of  the  respondent's  requests  and  objections  which  were  denied  mdieated  in  the  report  of  proceedings  or  in  an 
inclosure  or  exhibit  to  it  (para  B-ll.  AR  JBS)f __^ 


FOOTNOTES 


■J^I, 


I  en  afceehetf  tht*L 


«ni<««  •  pof<n»«  FtpnKnbflon  Hut  Bi«  clreunutoneei  Oticrilied  In  the  eunHon  did  nol  occur 


rw  lore  »««•.  OA  rorm  IS  14.  Mar  «J 
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ttCTlOW  tV  -  f  IWOINGS  (pw<  tlO.  AK  />-«) 

The  (inutttitttini  offietr)  |tautt|,  havia  earafuUy  coiuidwed  the  cridcnce,  find*: 

1.  That  the  possibility  of  PCB  contamination  on  Aqueduct  property  is  legitimate. 

2.  Out  of  the  24  employees  interviewed,  only  three  had  some  credible  knowledge  of 
possible  dumping,  spilling  or  leaking  of  PCB's  or  other  comtaminates  on  Aqueduct 
property. 

3.  During  the  Investigation,  frequent  allegations  of  waste,  fraud  and  abuse, 
dlscriaination  and  nis-nanagenent  arose.  These  allegations  were  beyond  the  scope 

of  this  investigation  but  were  abundant  and  consistent  enough  to  cause  some  concern. 
The  Investigating  Officer  has  prepared  a  Memorandum  for  Record  included  as  Special 
Enclosure  Three. 


SECTION  V  -  BECOMMENDATIONS  (pmr,  aii.  AH  ;»■«) 


In  view  of  the  above  findinis.  the  (inuatifating  officer)  ftePoU  recomroendi: 


That  the  Commander,  Baltimore  District,  direct  the  Chief  of  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  in  conjunction  with  the  HTRU  Branch  of  the  Engineering  Division, 
to  employ  a  private  contractor  to  sample  in  sufficient  quantities,  the  specified 
locations  identified  in  Exhibit  D  for  FOB  contamination. 

That  the  Commander,  Baltimore  District,  consider  the  information  contained  in 
Special  Enclosure  Three. 
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ttCTlOW  VI  -  AUTMIWTICATIOW  lMmi7.Alt  »■«) 

THIS  REPORT  OF  PROCEEDINGS  IS  COMPLETE  AND  ACCURATE.  (If  my  voting  mtmber  or  tht  necrdtr  faiU  to  ugn  Jk«rt  or  ta  Stctior 
Vtl  t«l0H.  indiett*  lh«  Kawn  in  tht  •pact  w)un  tut  mgnatiut  itMuU  appttr.) 


(Recorder)  '  "^[Iji  <  \t\    i\'^f'"\\i'^\\i[\\\[ 


(Member)  (Member) 


(Member) 

tECTlOW  VII  -  MINORITY  REPORT  (ptr-  :-J3.  Alt  IH) 


To  the  extent  indicmted  in  ladoeura ,  the  undersigned  do(e«)  not  concur  in  the  findinp  ind  recommendation*  of  the  boerd. 

(In  the  ineloeure,  identify  by  number  each  finding  and/or  recommendation  in  lehieh  the  diteenting  member(t)  do(e$)  not  concur.  State  the 
rtetoni  for  dieagreement  Additional/eubttitule  findingi  and/or  recommendations  may  be  included  in  the  ineloeure.) 


(Member)  (Member) 


KCTION  VIII  -  ACTION  BY  APPOINTING  AtTTMORITY  (perm  IS.AR  li-ll 


The  Dndinfs  md  reeommend»tion>  of  the  (invettigating  officer)  (board)  en  (approueij  (ditapproved)  (approved  with  following  exeeptione/ 
tubetitutitiont).  (If  the  appointing  authority  returru  the  proceeding*  to  the  invettigating  officer  or  board  for  further  proceedingt  or 
corrective  action,  attach  that  corrtepondence  (or  aeummary,  if  oral)  m  a  numbered  ineloeure.) 
Based  upon  the   findings  of   the  hazardous  waste   Investigation,   subsequent   to  MAJ  Torrence's 
reconmendations,   I  have  found  no  indication  of  deliberate  or  large  scale  wrongful  disposal 
of  hazardous  waste.      The  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  Chief  will  consult  with  the  Baltimore 
District's  Engineering  Division  to  determine  the  appropriate  action  required  by  the  isolated 
presence  of  lead  in  area  #1  as  described  by  the  report. 

Based  upon  a  thorough  investigation  of  previous  allegations  by  Mr.   Lemley  of  mlsmanagenent 
and  Inappropriate  behavior  by  Aqueduct  sanagement  I  do  not  find  sufficient  evidence  to 
warrant  further  Investigation  or  disciplinary  action. 

Regarding  the  employee-expressed  concerns  about  discrimination  —  although  allegations  have 
been  previously  investigated  and  unsubstantiated,   I  direct   that   the  Washington  Aqueduct 
Division  Chief  laprove  internal  conmunicatlons  among  leaders  and  employees  and  work  with  the 
District  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Officer  to  develop  an  effective  proactive  program  to 
address  any  perceptions  or  real  problems  in  this  area. 

Additionally,  based  upon  the  investigating  officer's  verbal  discussion  with  me,   I  direct  that 
the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  develop  a  leadership  program  to  ensure  leadership  training 
for  first  and  second  line  supervisors. 


K      /•  A  ftt#  i  * 


ItlCUAM)  CAl>i(A 
Colonel,   Corps  of  Engineers 
Commanding 
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BALTIMORI.     MAMTLAND     tltOS-ITIS 


MPCV  TO  ATTIMTIOM  e*i 


CENAB-OC    (IS) 


^Tim 


MEMORANDUM  FOR   MAI  Gerald  Torrence.  CENAB-PP 
SUB]ECTi   Appolntaent  of  Invet t i gat ing  Officer 


1.  You  are  hereby  appointed  as  an  Invet t i gal ing  Officer  pursuant 
to  AR  13-6  to  conduct  an  inforaal  investigation  into  allegations 
that  PCB's  and  other  contaainants  have  been  iaproperly  disposed  of 
at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  of  the  Baltiaore  District. 
Details  pertaining  to  these  allegations  aay  be  obtained  froa  Mr. 
Oaar  M.  Zen  in  the  Office  of  Counsel.   Mr.  Zen  aay  be  contacted  at 
(410)  962-3632. 

2.  In  your  investigation,  use  inforaal  procedures  under  AR4S-6. 
You  will  aake  findings  as  to  whether  there  is  aerit  to  the 
allegations  and  atteapt  to  deteraine  the  basis  for  the 
allegations.   All  stateaents  taken  shall  be  sworn  stateaents. 

3.  Subait  your  findings  and  recoaaenda t i ons  in  four  copies  on  DA 
Fora  1S74  to  this  headquarters  within  21  days. 


).  RICHARD  CAPKA 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Coaaanding 


LEMLEY,  JEFFERY 
MYER,  RICHARD  S. 
GALLOWAY,  LOUIS  H. 
WESSEL,  GERALD  L. 
CURTIN,  RICHARD  M. 
POWERS,  ROBERT  E.  II 
NEWTON,  JAMES  R. 
HAZELTON,  TYRONE  T. 
SIKORSKI,  JAMES  H. 
ROSS,  ALLEN 
ROSE,  DONALD  R.  SR. 
ROSE,  DONALD  R.  JR. 
BEACH,  RAYMOND  G.  JR. 
MILBURN,  WILLIAM  JR. 
DORSEY,  JAMES  A. 
KING,  JOHN  F. 
TYNDLE,  LARRY  C. 
ROYSTER,  RICKY  C. 
WILLIAMS,  LAWRENCE  A. 
FARROW,  TONY  D. 
SCOTT,  RUSSEL  W. 
PENNOYER,  CRAIG  W. 
BRANDTS,  PAUL  T. 
DODGE,  CARL 
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List  of  Interviewees 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Allegations  of  Mis-Management,  Discrimination,  Fraud, 
Waste  and  Abuse  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  (WAD) , 
Baltimore  District 


1.  Reference  Memorandum  for  Major  Torrence,  dated  7  September, 
subject:   "Appointment  of  Investigating  Officer". 

2.  Although  the  allegations  discussed  in  this  memorand\im  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  investigation,  they  were  abundant  and 
consistent  enough  to  warrant  noting.   It  is  important  to  note 
that  these  accounts  were  unsolicited. 

3.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Investigating  Officer  that  a 
leadership  problem  exists  at  the  WAD.  More  specifically,  the 
Investigating  Officer  believes  the  problem  rests  at  the  first  and 
second  line  supervisor  level.   The  problem  can  be  described  as 
very  poor  management,  human  relations  and  leadership  skills. 
This  problem  seems  to  manifest  itself  in  the  form  of  "racial 
discrimination"  charges  by  minority  employees  and 
"mis-management"  charges  by  white  employees. 

4.  Although  the  allegations  can  be  classified  differently,  they 
appear  to  be  consistent  and  are  summarized  below: 

*  Supervisors  receiving  awards,  workers  are  not, 

*  Noticeable  lack  of  technical  expertise  at  the  1st  line 
supervisor  level, 

*  Supervisors  appear  to  exercise  a  double  standard,  standards 
not  clear, 

*  No  job  performance  counseling, 

*  Some  complaints  of  lack  of  attention  for  worker  safety, 

*  Frequent  use  of  vulgarity  and  verbal  threats  by 
supervisors , 

*  Poor  quality  control  has  resulted  in  some  jobs  being  redone 
(waste,  fraud,  2Q}use) , 

*  Poor  property  accounteibility  (waste,  fraud,  eibuse) , 

*  Sick  Leave  Abuse  (waste,  fraud,  abuse) , 

*  Everyone  complained  of  the  Chevalier  incident.   Mr.  Paul 
Chevalier  was  a  machine  shop  foreman  apparently  found  guilty  of 
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discrimination.   Everyone  complains  that  he  was  simply  nrved  from 
one  position  to  another  of  equal  pay  grade.   A  position  specially 
created  for  him.  He  was  never  punished.   The  workers  contend 
that  when  a  worker  is  punished,  it  is  public  information.   There 
was  never  any  public  disclosure  of  Mr.  Chevalier's  punishment 
(perception  of  a  double  standard) . 

5.  These  accounts  were  consistent  across  the  board,  without 
regard  to  race  or  office.  The  employees  that  were  interviewed 
exhibited  a  sense  of  hopelessness,  very  low  morale,  no  confidence 
in  their  supervisors,  the  upper  level  management  of  the  WAD  or 
the  Baltimore  District  headquarters.  They  contend  that  their  low 
morale  is  fairly  prevalent  at  the  WAD.   Additionally,  there  was 
speculation  that  if  the  situation  continues,  "something  drastic" 
is  going  to  occur.   Something  drastic  was  never  defined. 

6.  There  was  one  allegation  of  money  laundering  and  drug  sells 
in  the  paint  shop.   This  information  was  relayed  to  the  Office  of 
Counsel  (Mr.  Omar  Zen) .   Those  individuals  complaining  of  racial 
discrimination  were  advised  to  use  the  EEOC  channels  for 
resolution.   The  Investigating  Officer's  handwritten  notes  and 
sworn  statements  related  to  this  memo  were  turned  over  to  the' 
Office  of  Counsel  (Mr.  Omar  Zen) . 

7.  The  point  of  contact  for  this  memoremdum  is  Major  Gerald 
Torrence,  (410)962-6750. 


/    Ma  jo: 


GERMJ)  TORRENCE 

Major,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Investigating  Officer 
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/i>9?/f^   ^pMry    /77/r/^^L 

2) fig   ^j/v//        jC//-^^ 


<D?0-V<^-»"^9> 


OM*OC/(T*TUt 


UJ(9  /sy<r 
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•  TATSMCaT  (C< 


TQ.ffr2jSy    Of  L£/*t/^7 
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SWORN  STATEMENT 

ft  m»*  »l  *l»  ^m,  w  A»  lW-4Si  jkm m  — —r  U  OWIm  «t  Tl>« 
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■^^*^ 
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-^-^ --ff'/6-  5^fi»-  •^*-  ■"'^  -fc»4...:^  «ti-A 

fi/c  Oku..  Ajt-nW^O. 
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fi^/  A. 


%. 
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S«ORM  STATIMIMT 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 


SUBJECT:  AR  15-6  Investigation  Regarding  Allegations  of  Improper 
Disposal  of  PCB*s  and  Other  Contaminants  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  (HAD) ,  Baltimore  District 

1.  Reference  Memorandum  for  Major  Torrence,  subject: 
Appointment  of  Investigating  Officer,  dated  7  Sept  1993. 

2.  On  9  September  1993,  Mr.  Jeffrey  Lemley  and  Mr.  Carl  Dodge, 
(the  Electrical  Shop,  WAD) ,  escorted  the  Investigating  Officer 
and  Mr.  Doug  Pickering  (Deputy  Chief,  WAD)  to  the  actual  sites 
where  transformer  oil  containing  PCB's  and  battery  acid  was 
either  suspected  or  known  to  have  been  dumped,  spilled  or  leaked. 
The  locations  are  identified  in  Table  One,  enclosed.   The  PCB 
dumping  sites  identified  by  Mr.  Dodge  are  categorized  as  "known 
sites".   Mr.  Dodge  was  a  member  of  the  crew  which  transported  old 
transformers  to  the  location  and  drained  the  oil  onto  the  ground 
in  the  1970 's.   The  PCB  dumping  sites  identified  by  Mr.  Lemley 
are  considered  "suspect  sites".  These  locations  were  described 
and/or  pointed  out  to  him  by  employees  of  the  WAD  who  are  no' 
longer  employed  by  the  WAD  or  currently  retired.   The  PCB  spill 
locations  are  categorized  as  "kno%m  sites".  Mr.  Lemley  has 
personally  performed  maintenance  and  transformer  oil  clean  up 
duties  at  these  sites.  Mr.  Lemley  was  told  by  now  retired 
employees  of  the  WAD  that  batteries  were  stored  and  sometimes 
spilled  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Location  Number  One 
(identified  in  Ted)le  One).   This  site  is  classified  as  "suspect". 

3.  The  point  of  contact  for  this  memorandum  is  Major  Gerald 
Torrence  at  (410)962-6750. 


Enclosure  /Gerald  Torrence 

Major,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Investigating  Officer 
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Enclosure:  TABLE  ONE,  Locations  of  Known  or  Suspect  Transformer  Oil  and 
Battery  Acid  Dump,  Spill  or  Leakage  Sites 


lasKiiss. 

DESCRIPTION 

SUBJECT 

CATEGORY 

K&fiKEC 

1 

Scrap  Storage  Area 
left  side  of 
Warehouse  6 

Battery  Acid 

Suspect 

yes 

2 

same  as  above 

Transformer  Oil 

Suspect 

yes 

3 

same  as  above 
right  side  of 
Warehouse  6 

Transformer  Oil 

Suspect 

yes 

4 

Booster 

Transformer  Oil 
leaked  into  drain 
(•85-'86) 

Known 

n/a 

5 

WAD  Pumping 
Station,  Old 
Transformers 
3,  4  &  5 

Transformer  Oil 
leaked  onto 
concrete  pad. 
Pad  still  in 
place. 

Knovm 

n/a 

6 

Old  Pump  Station 
Basement 
(positioned  over 
finished  water) 

Transformer  Oil 
leeJced  onto 
floor  ('85- "86) 

Kno%m 

n/a 

7 

McMillan  Plant 
(a)  South  clear  well 

Oil  Switches  leaked 

Known 

n/a 

(b)  Sub-station 

Oil  switches  leaked 

Known 

n/a 

(c)  Pump  Station 

Transformers  leaked 

Known 

n/a 

and  removed. 
Concrete  pad  oil 
stained  and  cracked. 


(d)  Horth  Clear 
Well  Gate 
House 


Transformers  leaked 
and  removed.  Concrete 
floor  oil  stained. 


Knotm 


n/a 


Scrap  Storage 
Area  right  side 
of  Warehouse  6 


Dumped  transformer 
oil  containing  PCB's 


Known 


yes 


Hote:  The  only  sites  requiring  "marking"  were  those  in  a  field  location 
(the  scrap  storage  area) .   These  sites  were  marked  with  stakes  and 
engineer  tape. 
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93596EXC.SUM 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

R.  E.  Wright  Associates,  Inc.  (REWAI)  has  completed  the  field  investigation  and 
laboratory  analysis  activities  to  confirm  the  presence  or  absence  of  polychlorinated 
biphenyls  (PCBs)  in  soil  and  concrete  samples  and  lead  concentrations  in  soils  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  site.  REWAI  field  activities  were  conducted  between  November  3 
and  November  5,  1993.  Additional  sampling  was  performed  by  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  on  December  20  and  21,  1993.  The  investigation  was 
conducted  due  to  reported  allegations  that  in  the  1970's  and  1980's,  transformer  oils 
and/or  battery  acids  were  released  at  these  locations. 

A  total  of  50  surface  samples,  at  a  depth  of  6  to  12  inches,  were  collected  from  4 
separate  locations  in  the  vicinit>'  of  the  No.  6  warehouse  located  on  the  Dalecarlia 
Reservation  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  In  addition  to  the  surface  sampling  locations, 
a  total  of  nine  borings  were  completed  to  a  depth  of  six  feet  or  refusal.  Interpretation  of 
soil  boring  logs,  collected  during  the  sampling  events,  indicate  that  surface  soils  from 
zero  to  one  foot  below  grade  across  the  four  locations  consist  primarily  of  a  yellowish- 
brown  sandy  loam  texmred  soil,  which  is  undismrbed  at  depths  greater  than  one  foot 
below  surface. 


iro@c  wcoglhiii  sssogosf 
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93596EXC.SUM  ES-2 

Field  analyses  were  performed  on  all  surface  samples  for  PCBs  and  lead.  PCB 
concentrations  of  the  soil  samples  were  determined  by  immunoassay  test  kits.  Field 
analysis  for  lead  was  determined  by  using  a  portable  X-ray  fluorescence  analyzer  (XRF). 
Samples  were  also  screened  for  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs). 

As  a  result  of  the  initial  sampling  activities  of  November  3  through  5,  1993,  a  total  of 
three  confirmatory  lead  and  PCB  samples  were  submitted  to  Wright  Lab  Services,  Inc. 
(WLSI)  for  analysis.  The  samples  submitted  to  the  laboratory  were  those  soil  sample 
locations  where  PCB  and  lead  concentrations  were  highest,  based  on  the  results  of  the 
field  analysis.  Three  additional  soil  samples  were  collected  by  the  USACE  on  December 
20  and  21,  1993,  and  submitted  to  WLSI.  These  additional  samples  were  analyzed  for 
PCBs  to  provide  additional  confirmation  of  the  PCB  immunoassay  field  screening  results 
in  areas  which  tested  positive  for  detectable  concentrations  of  PCBs.  The  results  of  the 
six  laboratory  analyses  show  that  PCBs  were  present  in  2  of  the  soil  samples  submitted 
at  concentrations  of  1.3  and  1 .4  milligrams  per  kilogram  (mg/kg).  These  concentrations 
are  well  below  current  guidance  for  cleanup  of  PCB-contaminated  soils. 

Lead  was  detected  at  concentrations  ranging  from  zero  mg/kg  to  830  mg/kg.  A  lead 
concentration  of  130  mg/kg  was  determined  in  the  on-site  background  sample.  The 
concentrations  of  lead  in  all  soil  samples  were  below  the  commonly  established  cleanup 
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Jevels  for  total  lead  of  1,000  parts  per  million  (ppm)  for  industrial  sites.  The  lead 
concentration  in  only  one  laboratory-analyzed  sample  was  significantly  above  the  site 
background  concentration.  A  Toxicity  Characteristic  Leaching  Procedure  (TCLP) 
analysis  was  performed  on  one  of  the  samples  collected  by  the  USAGE.  Results  indicate 
a  concentration  of  extractable  lead  at  7.5  mg/1,  which  is  above  the  regulatory  TCLP  limit 
of  5.0mg/l. 

In  addition  to  the  soil  samples,  REWAI  collected  10  concrete  samples  and  one  water 
sample  from  various  locations  at  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  water  treatment  facilities. 
These  samples  were  submitted  to  the  laboratory  for  PCB  analysis.  The  results  of  the 
laboratory  analysis  show  that  PCBs  were  present  in  only  trace  concentrations  in  the 
majorit)'  of  the  samples,  and  at  detectable  levels  of  1  and  13  ppm  in  2  of  the  concrete 
samples.  These  concentrations  are  all  below  the  guidance  action  level  for  remediation  of 
PCBs. 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  field  investigation  and  further  sampling  exercises  conducted 

by  the  USACE,  REWAI  concludes  that  no  further  action  is  warranted  in  regards  to  PCBs 

at  any  of  the  areas  sampled,  both  soil  and  concrete,  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  site. 

However,  based  on  the  aforementioned  TCLP  results  for  lead,  additional  delineation 

sampling  and  characterization  of  potentially  contaminated  soil  should  be  conducted  in  the 
area  immediately  surrounding  sample  boring  ID- 1-2-1. 
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Ms.  Byrne.  And  let  me  also  ask  our  gentleman  from  the  EPA. 
We  talked  about  in  Virginia  notifying  the  State,  but  concurrently 
with  your  notification,  we  had  electronic  media  talking  about  the 
water  system  and  what  was  going  on  and  the  boil  order;  right?  We 
had  a  boil  order  on  the  media,  on  the  electronic  media,  at  the  same 
time  that  you  were  talking  to  the  State  authorities  in  Virginia? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Our  initial  contact  with  the  State  authorities 
started,  according  to  my  records,  at  1:20  in  the  afternoon  and  went 
through  until  about  1:35,  four  different  phone  calls  and  we  made 
the  announcement  at  5  p.m.  So  it  was  several  hours  later. 

Ms.  Byrne.  But  there  was  also  no  way  for  Fairfax  residents,  in 
particular,  to  know  whether  they  would  be  affected  or  not  by  the 
media  reports,  because  there  was  no  geographic  description  given 
of  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  early  on  in  the  crisis,  we  knew  generally 
where  the  problems  were.  I  have  to  admit  we  didn't  have  a  fine  un- 
derstanding of  exactly  where  the  boundaries  were  for  each  of  the 
service  districts  and  even  after  we  started  responding  to  the  phone 
calls,  we  didn't  really  have  the  map  as  accurate  as  we  wanted  it. 
So  that  is  something  that  I  am  sure  we  will  be  even  more  accurate 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  Elder.  If  I  might  add,  that  was  a  serious  handicap  in  re- 
sponding to  the  phone  calls  at  the  Council  of  Governments  Infor- 
mation Center  that  night,  beginning  around  10  p.m.  when  the 
phone  bank  came  into  operation,  more  than  half  of  the  phone  calls 
that  we  received  had  to  do  with  the  jurisdictional  area  or  the  water 
distribution  system  area,  and  we  were  very  handicapped  in  not 
having  an  accurate  map  until  very  late  that  night. 

Ms.  Byrne.  You,  Mr.  Laskowski,  you  have  also  been  responsive 
to  a  couple  of  letters  sent  by  Senators  Warner  and  Robb  and  Con- 
gressman Wolf  about  the  situation  that  had  dumping  on  the  sides 
of  reservoir  that  went  into  the  aqueduct.  And  your  letter  states 
that  there  is  no  record  of  a  toxic  spill  or  no  record  of  improper  dis- 
posal of  toxic  chemicals.  Do  you  really  think  there  would  be  a 
record  of  improper  disposal  of  toxic  chemicals? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Sometimes  we  have  tips  on  that.  I  have  to 
admit,  not  always,  perhaps. 

Ms.  Byrne.  So,  what  your  letter  is  assuring  both  Senators  Robb 
and  Warner,  is  that  there  is  no  record  of  improper  disposal  of  toxic 
chemicals,  but  this  can't  be  taken  as  an  assurance  that  there  hasn't 
been  any  improper  disposal;  can  it?  You  are  just  telling  us  in  your 
correspondence  that  there  is  no  record  of  toxic  disposals. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  As  you  know,  whenever  there  is  illegal  dumping 
or  disposal,  we  don't  always  know  about  it.  But  I  assume  what  you 
are  reading  from  is  us  saying  we  don't  really  have  a  record  of  any- 
thing that  indicates  that. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Right.  Right. 

Would  you  be  willing  to  go  back,  given  what  seemed  to  be  a 
whole  series  of  problems  with  this  aqueduct,  and  look  at  this  more 
carefully,  beyond  just  the  recordkeeping  capabilities  of  disposal  of 
toxic  chemicals? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Certainly,  I  would  have  to  learn  more  about  it, 
but  if  there  is  some  questions  you  have  there,  we  will  gladly  look 
at  it. 
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Ms.  Byrne.  Well,  I  think  given  the  general  statements  about  the 
questions  that  have  been  raised  and  Major  Torrance's  reports,  and 
some  other  things,  that  over  the  years,  before  we  knew  too  much 
about  these  things,  there  had  been  some  dumping.  And  that  dump- 
ing apparently  could  or  could  not,  depending  on  where  it  is,  go  into 
the  reservoir;  that  we  are  not  treating  for  specifically — ^that  there 
is  no  test,  Hke  bacteria,  to  treat  for  PCBs,  or  for  lead.  And  so,  I 
would  request  EPA  to  go  beyond  what  the  record  might  say  in 
terms  of  no  record  of  toxic  dumping  and  look  a  little  bit  more  close- 
ly into  this  issue,  if  they  could. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  will  gladly  do  that. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you.  Madam  Chair. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Byrne. 

Major  General  Genega,  in  its  October  5th  emergency  order,  the 
EPA  ordered  the  Corps  to  have  a  qualified  independent  contractor 
perform  a  comprehensive  evaluation  within  45  days  of  the  order. 
Was  that  done? 

General  Genega.  No,  ma'am,  that  was  not  done.  That  is  the  Oc- 
tober 5th  emergency  administrative  order  given  to  us  by  EPA.  We 
sat  down  several  days  after  that  to  make  sure  that  we  understood 
all  of  the  provisions  of  that  letter  and  were  in  fact  prepared  to  pro- 
vide, in  most  cases,  records  based  on  our  joint  discussions  with 
EPA. 

At  that  time,  we  determined,  with  EPA's  concurrence,  that  it 
would  be  better  to  look  at  the  records  to  determine  if  a  comprehen- 
sive performance  evaluation  was,  in  fact,  required.  EPA  held  that 
requirement  then  in  abeyance,  pending  the  results  of  the  record  re- 
view. They  contracted  with  SAIC,  Incorporated,  to  review  those 
records,  which  we  provided. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  they  directed  us  to  conduct  the  com- 
prehensive performance  evaluation  based  on  the  results  of  that  re- 
view, which  were  inconclusive,  but  just  determined  that  a  more 
thorough  review  was,  in  fact,  in  order.  I  would  point  out  again  that 
the  comprehensive  performance  review  has  been  done  in  the  past, 
and  in  the  case  of  some  of  the  capital  improvements  that  they  rec- 
ommend, these  are  longer-term  things.  So,  in  fact,  we  are  still  exe- 
cuting some  recommendations  from  the  previous  comprehensive 
performance  evaluation.  The  one  based  on  that  6th  of  December 
order  is  the  one  that  we  have  underway  at  the  moment. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  December  6th  order  has  a  telling  date  to  it. 
Was  there  any  relationship  between  the  go  ahead  on  the  order  and 
the  crisis  that  was  upon  the  system? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  No,  it  was  a  happenstance  that  it  seemed  to  be 
unfolding  at  the  same  time. 

Ms.  Norton.  Had  such  an  evaluation  taken  place  before  the  Oc- 
tober emergency  order,  do  you  think  that  any  part  of  what  hap- 
pened here  might  have  been  eliminated? 

Mr.  Laskowski  It  is  difficult  to  say.  I  think  most  of  our  rec- 
ommendations are  going  towards  more  long-term  solutions.  My 
guess  would  be  probably  not.  It  probably  would  not  have  impacted 
it,  but  it  is  rather  difficult  to  say. 
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Ms.  Norton.  What  is  the  difference  between  that  emergency 
order  and  the  study  that  is  now  going  on  by  the  outside  independ- 
ent expert? 

Greneral  Genega.  That  is  the  same  study,  ma'am.  It  is  exactly 
the  same  study.  Now,  based  on  the  happenings  of  the  6th,  7th  and 
8th  of  December,  I  would  suspect  that  it  is  probably  fair  to  say  that 
the  scope  of  work  for  that  contract  is  slightly  different  than  it 
would  have  been  absent  that  circumstance.  I  don't  want  to  put 
words  into  Mr.  Laskowski's  mouth,  but  we  had  that  under  the  belt 
when  we  were  sitting  down  and  writing  the  scope  of  work  that  we 
are  writing  with  the  contractor.  So  that  influenced  it,  but  the  deci- 
sion to  go  ahead  with  it  was  separate  from  this  incident. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  That  is  correct.  And  last  week  we  worked  on  the 
scope  of  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  they  inserted  some 
additional  things  that  we  wanted  them  to  look  at. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  additional  things? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  One  of  the  things  that  I  recall  in  our  discus- 
sions— and  I  don't  have  the  detailed  records  with  me — ^but  I  asked 
them  to  look  at  what  truly  would  be  a  state-of-the-art  plan  for  the 
District,  my  feeling  being  that  if  we  are  in  the  Nation's  Capital,  we 
all  ought  to  have  a  state-of-the-art  plan  and  lay  out  the  options  to 
the  Congress. 

Ms.  Norton.  But  that  is  a  part  of  the  study  one  might  have  done 
even  without  this  occurrence.  I  wonder  if  there  is  anything  more 
directly  related  to  this  occurrence  that  made  its  way  into  the  scope 
of  work  as  result  of  this  occurrence  or  are  you  simply  doing  what 
you  were  going  to  do  anyway? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  What  we  are  talking  about  is  a  more  long-term 
plan.  We  also  have  an  investigation  underway  that  is  going  to  look 
at  what  happened  and  make  recommendations  as  to  how  to  avoid 
that  in  the  future;  that  is  a  separate  study. 

Ms.  Norton.  Let  me  get  this  straight.  The  investigation  that  is 
going  on  now  is  being  conducted  by  whom? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  There  is  a  series  of  investigations.  One  I  just  re- 
ferred to  is  the  EPA  is  doing  an  independent  investigation  to  tie 
down  exactly  what  happened,  to  the  best  of  our  ability,  during  the 
crisis.  And  that  is  something  that  EPA  has  undertaken.  I  think 
that  the  Corps  has  undertaken  their  own  investigation  of  the  same 
thing.  But  we  decided  to  do  an  independent  investigation  specific 
to  the  crisis  we  just  went  through. 

Ms.  Norton.  This  is  an  independent,  outside  investigation  going 
on  with  respect  to  this  crisis  that  involves  neither  the  EPA  nor  the 
Corps;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  No,  this  is  an  investigation  by  EPA  to  determine 
what  happened. 

General  Genega.  And  then  there  is  the  investigation,  the  ongo- 
ing one  by  the  Commander,  which  I  indicated  the  preliminary  re- 
sults to  you.  That  would  also  include,  which  EPA's  might  not,  spe- 
cific actions  which  the  investigating  officer  might  recommend  and 
the  Commander  might  then  direct  in  conformance  with  personnel 
regulations  specifically  directed  towards  operation  personnel. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well,  gentlemen,  I  must  tell  you  that  I  don't  regard 
any  of  those  as  independent,  outside  investigations.  I  thought  there 
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were  outside  engineers  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  anybody  in  the 
government,  who  were  looking  into  this  particular  incident. 

Greneral  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am.  That  is  the  peer  review  that  I 
mentioned  and  that  is  the  operator  of  another  major  metropolitan 
water  plan  who  is  coming  in  and  who  has  no  responsibility  for  the 
operation  of  our  plant.  In  my  oral  statement,  I  indicated  that  he 
was  coming  in  to  do  that  review  and  that  would  be  done  by  the  1st 
of  January.  That  is  separate  from  the  comprehensive  performance 
evaluation  which  Mr.  Laskowski  was  mentioning. 

Ms.  Norton.  Now,  the  descriptions  in  the  press  were  of  inde- 
pendent engineers.  Not  until  now  did  I  know  that  they  had  to  do 
with  any  other  water  treatment  plant.  What  other  water  treatment 
plant? 

General  Genega.  It  happens  to  be  the  City  of  Norfolk — I  am 
sorry,  Newport  News,  not  Norfolk. 

Ms.  Norton.  Does  the  City  of  Newport  News  come  under  Region 
3  of  the  EPA? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  it  does. 

Ms.  Norton.  With  all  deference,  gentlemen,  I  do  not  regard  that 
as  an  independent  audit.  Those  people  are  connected  to  the  govern- 
ment in  a  very  material  way.  I  don't  know  them.  I  don't  want  to 
cast  any  aspersion  on  them,  but  that  was  not  the  impression  that 
was  left  by  the  press.  The  impression  was  left  that  there  were  non- 
government connected  engineers  who  would  be  looking  into  this  in- 
cident in  particular. 

General  Genega.  That  is  the  comprehensive  performance  review. 
Those  are  nongovernmental  personnel. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  right.  And  that  turns  out  not  to  be  this  inci- 
dent. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  but  it  does  include  this  incidence 
also.  We  have  that  experience  under  our  belt  and  we  have  reviewed 
the  statement  of  work  and  revised  it  with  that  under  our  belt. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  comprehensive  review  is  being  done  by  whom? 

General  Genega.  It  is  being  done  by  a  contractor,  the  name  is 
Malcolm  Pirnie,  Incorporated,  ma'am;  they  are  a  private  entity 
with  whom  we  are  contracting. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  the  entire  episode  at  Dalecarlia  which  resulted 
in  the  boil-water  alert  a  part  of  their  scope  of  work  or  not? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  they  are  required  to  review  our  op- 
eration and  all  the  results  of  our  operation,  including  that  incident 
with  a  review,  towards  determining  what  management,  operational 
or  physical  improvements  we  might  make  to  those  processes.  So  I 
think  the  answer  to  your  question  is  yes. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  wonder  if  you  would  provide  the  committee  with 
the  scope  of  work  that  the  outside,  independent  auditor  has  been 
given. 

General  Genega.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that,  ma'am. 

[The  information  received  from  General  Genega  follows:] 
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EPA  REQUIRED  "EXAMINATION  OF  DALECARLIA  AND 
MCMILLAN  WATER  TREATMENT  FACILITIES" 


SCOPE  OF  WORK 

TO  CONDUCT  A 

COMPREHENSIVE  PERFORMANCE  EVALUATION 


The  Contractor  shall  conduct  a  Comprehensive  Performance 
Evaluation  (CPE) ,  emphasizing  an  investigation  of  the  areas  listed 
below.  The  CPE  shall  use  the  EPA  "Handbook:  Optimizing  Water 
Treatment  Plant  Performance  using  the  Composite  Correction  Program" 
as  a  general  set  of  guidelines.  The  Contractor  shall  make 
recommendations,  where  appropriate,  for  improvements  in  treatment 
and  monitoring  programs.  The  Contractor  shall  rank  improvements  in 
terms  of  likely  impact  on  the  quality  and  safety  of  finished  water. 

A.   WATER  QUALITY: 

The  contractor  shall  investigate  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  8  December  1993  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  emergency  advisory  to  boil  the  water  produced  at  the 
Dalecarlia  water  treatment  plant.  During  the  period  5 
December  through  8  December  1993,  high  turbidity  levels, 
exceeding  EPA  standards,  were  experienced.  The  contractor 
shall  investigate  the  cause  of  this  event.  The  investigation 
shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  analysis  of  raw 
and  finished  water  quality  data,  as  well  as  in-process  test 
results.  The  contractor  shall  also  evaluate  the  current  water 
quality  test  methods,  and  the  procedures  for  notification  when 
specified  limits  or  thresholds  are  exceeded.  The  contractor 
shall  make  recommendations  to  prohibit  the  recurrence  of  this 
type  of  event  in  the  future.  The  results  of  this 
investigation  shall  be  documented  in  the  CPE  report. 

B.   PLANT  ADMINISTRATION: 

The  Contractor  shall  investigate  the  administrative 
performance  and  organization  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct 
Division.  Recommendations  shall  be  made  where  appropriate  to 
improve  the  administration  and  management  of  the  Division.  As 
a  minimum  the  following  elements  shall  be  assessed  for 
administrative  factors  limiting  performance: 
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1.  Organizational  Structure 

2.  Staffing  Adequacy 

3 .  Staff  Training 

4 .  Personnel  Management  and  Supervision 

5.  Working  Conditions 

6 .  Safety  of  Working  Conditions 

7.  Financial  Planning  and  Budgeting 

8.  Utilization  of  Resources 

9.  Equipment  Condition  and  Adequacy 

10.  Regulatory  Compliance 

11.  Cost  of  Doing  Business 

12.  Quality  Control/ Internal  Evaluation  and  Reaction 
Procedures 

13 .  Standard  Operating  Procedures 

14.  Material  (Chemicals)  Inventory  Control  Process 


FILTERS : 

1 .  Filter  run  times 

The  contractor  shall  examine  current  and  past  data/ 
procedures  for  'determining  the  frequency  for  filter  backwash. 
Recommendations  shall  be  made  concerning  alternative  methods 
of  determining  frequency  of  backwash,  including  head  loss, 
turbidity  increase  and  particle  counting.  The  feasibility  of 
all  methods  should  be  evaluated. 

2 .  Recycling  of  backwash  water 

The  contractor  shall  investigate  current  methods  for 
recycling  of  filter  backwash  water.  For  example,  the  routing 
of  filter  backwash  water  through  the  plants  should  be 
examined,  and  the  effect  of  cyclical  introduction  of  the  water 
into  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Reservoirs  should  be 
evaluated.  Methods  of  addition  of  coagulant  to  this  water 
should  also  be  evaluated.  The  effect  of  recycling  backwash 
water  on  finished  water  quality  should  be  evaluated  and 
recommendations  should  be  made  concerning  the  appropriateness 
of  continuing  the  practice  of  recycling  backwash  water  under 
different  treatment  scenarios.  Alternatives,  including  NPDES 
(National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System)  discharge  to 
sanitary  sewers,  should  be  evaluated  and  a  discussion  of 
feasibility  of  alternatives  should  be  included. 

3 .  Filter  to  waste 

The  contractor  shall  investigate  whether  the  absence  of 
the  capability  to  divert  filtered  water  to  waste  affects  plant 
performance.  The  critical  period  immediately  following  a 
filter  being  returned  on  line  should  be  evaluated  to  determine 
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whether  finished  water  quality  is  adversely  affected.  This 
shall  be  based  on  data  recently  submitted  to  EPA,  and 
validated  by  several  filter-to-waste  verification  runs.  The 
final  report  should  make  recommendations,  both  short-term  and 
long-term,  for  reducing  the  effect,  if  any,  that  the  absence 
of  filter-to-waste  capability  has  on  plant  performance.  The 
report  should  also  discuss  the  feasibility  of  modifying  both 
plants  to  include  a  filter- to- waste  capability. 

4 .  Filter  bed  composition 

The  contractor  shall  conduct  an  analysis  of  filter  media 
in  ten  (10)  filters,  including  core  samples,  assessing  the 
possible  impact  of  current  procedures  on  finished  water 
quality.  Any  possible  impact  on  finished  water  quality  from 
filter  media  composition  or  any  extraneous  materials  should  be 
discussed  in  the  report .  The  contractor  should  recommend  any 
necessary  upgrades  in  filter  media.  If  mudballs  are  found  to 
be  present  in  the  filter  media,  the  contractor  should  make 
recommendations  specific  to  remediation  of  this  problem, 
including  a  recommendation  concerning  any  needed  improvements 
to  the  existing  surface  wash  capability.  The  contractor 
should  also  recommend  a  program  for  routine  inspection  and 
replacement  of  filter  media  and  support . 

5 .  Filter  maintenance  procedures 

The  contractor  shall  examine  current  procedures  for 
returning  filter  to  service  after  maintenance.  The  contractor 
should  recommend  any  necessary  improvements  to  the  current 
procedures.  The  contractor  shall  also  recommend  turbidity  and 
bacteriological  monitoring  procedures  as  part  of  this  process 
and  investigate  the  feasibility  of  incorporating  particle 
counting  into  this  process. 


PRlMMCi   COAGULANT: 

The  contractor  shall  investigate  current  primary 
coagulant  addition  practices,  including  dosage  rates, 
locations  chemicals  used  and  methods  for  monitoring  and 
controlling  dosage.  The  contractor  shall  recommend  any 
changes  that  would  improve  finished  water  quality,  and  include 
a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  of  any  recommended  changes. 


SCREENING  AT  INTAKE: 

The  contractor  shall  investigate  the  status  of  screening 
of  source  water.  The  contractor  shall  investigate  whether  the 
presence  of  eels  that  may  pass  through  current  screening  have 
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a  detrimental  impact  on  filter  performance.  The  contractor 
shall  make  recommendations  for  improvement  of  the  current 
screening  process  and  discuss  the  feasibility  of  such 
improvements . 

F.   SETTLING  BASINS  AND  RESERVOIRS: 

The  contractor  shall  analyze  the  settling  basins  and 
reservoirs  used  by  the  system.  The  contractor  shall  assess 
whether  current  settling  capability  is  sufficient,  and  whether 
current  sediment  deposits  affect  plant  performance.  The 
contractor  shall  make  recommendations  and  suggest  alternatives 
for  any  necessary  upgrade  and  investigate  possible  means  of 
sludge  removal  from  pre-settling  and  settling  basins  if  sludge 
removal  is  necessary.  The  contractor  shall  also  evaluate  the 
feasibility  of  any  suggested  improvements. 

The  contractor  shall  provide  recommendations  on  any  additional 
investigation  determined  to  be  needed. 

The  contractor  shall  provide  a  recommendation  on  whether  or  not  a 
Composite  Correction  Program  (CCP)  should  be  implemented. 

An  interim  report  and  action  plan  shall  be  presented  within  30  days 
after  notice  to  proceed.  The  CPE  shall  be  completed  and  a  report 
submitted  within  75  days  after  notice  to  proceed. 
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MODERNIZATION  PROGRAM 

DALECARLIA  AND  MCMILLAN  WATER  TREATMENT  PLANTS 

WASHINGTON  AQUEDUCT  DIVISION 

U.S.  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT,  BALTIMORE 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


The  contractor  shall  develop  a  conceptual  plan  for  the 
modernization  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  (i.e.  State-Of-The-Art) . 
The  modernization  plan  should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
identification  of  equipment,  treatment  processes,  instrumentation, 
and  monitoring  systems  needed  for  a  state-of-the-art  water 
treatment  plant.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  the  present  plant 
configuration  and  the  current  capital  improvement  plan.  A  time- 
phased  plan,  preliminary  cost  estimates  and  other  resource 
requirements  shall  be  provided. 

1.  Define  a  State-Of-The-Art  Water  Treatment  System  relative  to 
raw  water  source  characteristics,  reliability  requirements, 
and  distribution  system  water  quality  goals. 

2.  Define  the  current  status  of  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water 
Treatment  Plants. 

3.  Identify  the  variances  that  exist  between  a  state-of-the-art 
water  treatment  plant  and  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  plants. 

4.  The  contractor  shall  develop  a  conceptual  plan  to  upgrade  the 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants  to  comply  with 
state-of-the-art  capability.  The  contractor's  plan  must  allow 
for  maintaining  the  present  water  supply  during  the 
implementation  of  this  plan.  This  plan  shall  also  take  into 
account  all  Federal,  State,  and  Local  regulations.  The 
contractor  shall  prepare  preliminary  cost  estimates  to 
identify  all  costs  associated  with  implementing  the  plan 
including,  studies,  engineering  design,  construction, 
training,  and  operation  and  maintenance.  The  cost  estimate 
shall  reflect  January  1994  price  levels. 

5.  The  contractor  shall  identify  any  anticipated  changes,  if  any, 
to  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  regulations,  and  develop 
additional  upgrade  requirements  which  may  be  necessary  for  the 
water  treatment  system  to  meet  future  SDWA  regulations. 

6.  The  contractor  shall  recommend  periodic  review  intervals  for 
reviewing  and  updating  the  modernization  plan  to  reflect  the 
latest  state-of-the-art  water  treatment  plant  technologies. 

7.  A  draft  report  shall  be  submitted  15  February  1994. 
Government  review  comments  will  be  provded  by  2  8  February 
1994.   A  final  report  shall  be  submitted  15  March  1994. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Here  we  have  two  Federal  entities  deaHng  with  one  another,  and 
Federal  regulations  do  permit  the  Corps  to  deal  with  the  EPA 
when  there  are  violations.  Other  jurisdictions,  of  course,  must  auto- 
matically comply  or  face  EPA  fines;  is  that  the  way  it  works? 

Mr.  Elder.  Simply  stated,  that  is  correct. 

Greneral  Genega.  We  are  not  subject  to  fines,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  understand  that. 

Greneral  Genega.  And  I  know  of  no  special  requirement  to  nego- 
tiate and  I  know  of  no  case  where  we  have  not  done  what  EPA  has 
directed  us  to  do. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski,  when  there  are  violations,  you 
issue  an  order  and,  of  course,  no  fines.  That  wouldn't  accomplish 
much  here.  It  would  be  a  transfer  of  one  part  of  the  budget  to  an- 
other. But  when  you  issue  an  order,  do  you  get  the  same  kind  of 
response  from  the  Corps  that  you  get  from  other  jurisdictions — im- 
mediate compliance — even  though  there  is  no  further  sanction  that 
is  possible? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  am  satisfied  with  the  orders  that  we  issue  that 
that  is,  in  fact,  the  case.  That  we  have  got  that  immediate  response 
and  the  Corps  acted  in  good  faith  to  try  to  come  into  compliance 
as  soon  as  possible. 

Ms.  Norton.  In  this  incident,  I  am  asking  you  in  the  larger  case. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  yes,  I  could  say  that  we  try  to  treat  Federal 
facilities  and  governmental  entities  the  same  as  we  would  anyone 
else  and  we  expect  that  kind  of  compliance.  And,  in  fact,  the  Corps 
has  been  very  responsive  along  those  lines. 

Ms.  Norton.  Major  General  Genega,  what  is  the  operating  budg- 
et for  the  Corps'  Washington  Aqueduct  Division? 

General  Genega.  The  operating  and  maintenance  budget  this 
past  year  was  about  $19  million. 

Ms.  Norton.  When  and  by  whom  are  financial  audits  done? 

General  Genega.  There  are  a  series  of  financial  audits.  The 
Army  Audit  Agency  several  years  ago  audited  our  operations.  The 
Internal  Auditor  in  our  Baltimore  District,  performs  audits  of  var- 
ious pieces,  and  then,  of  course,  our  Capital  Improvements  Plan, 
not  a  part  of  that  budget,  but  they  are  submitted  through  the  D.C. 
Government,  through  0MB  to  the  Congress  and  get  scrutiny  in 
that  process. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  scrutiny  has  the  Corps  or  its  budget  been 
subjected  to? 

General  Genega.  That  budget  is  submitted  with  the  D.C.  Gov- 
ernment's budget,  through  0MB  to  the  Congress,  to  the  committee 
that  deals  with  the  D.C.  Government.  And  is  a  part  of  the  overall 
D.C.  budget. 

Ms.  Norton.  Does  this  budget  come  entirely  from  customers? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  Does  the  Corps  consult  with  the  various  customer 
jurisdictions  before  putting  in  its  budget  or  before  or  after  taking 
any  action  with  respect  to  their  jurisdictions? 

General  Genega.  We  do  consult  with  the  jurisdictions  with  re- 
gard to  the  Capital  Improvements  Program.  In  fact 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  they  have  any  say  in  what  that  Capital  Im- 
provements Program  consists  of? 
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General  Genega.  I  would  say  they  have  influence  on  it,  ma'am. 
They  do  not  have,  if  you  will,  a  veto  on  it  or  a  direct  decision  that 
says,  no,  we  will  not  do  this.  We  have  a  10-year  Capital  Improve- 
ments Program  going  on,  and  I  think  that  the  jurisdictions  are 
aware  of  contents  of  that  Capital  Improvements  Program. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  have  concurred  in  it?  Is  there  any  formal 
mechanism  for  them  to  concur  in  it?  They  pay  for  it. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am  they  do.  To  my  knowledge,  they 
have  not  objected  to  it.  I  think  it  would  be  unfair  to  say — I  prob- 
ably could  not  show  you  a  piece  of  paper  that  said  they  formally 
concurred  in  it. 

Ms.  Norton.  Does  the  Corps  foresee  any  difficulty  with  the  cus- 
tomer jurisdictions  being  able  to  pay  for  future  improvements  that 
are  included  in  your  10-year  plan? 

General  Genega.  I  don't  know  of  any  particular  difficulty, 
Madam  Chairwoman,  but  the  system  is  such  that  since  we,  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  do  not  have  another  source  of  money,  we 
require  the  money  up  front  to  do  those  kinds  of  improvements.  So 
it  could  well  be  possible  that  a  jurisdiction  like  Arlington  County 
or  the  D.C.  Government  might  have  some  difficulty  coming  up  with 
that  money  up  front,  but  I  don't  know  the  particulars  of  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  have  a  bill  that  I  hope  will  be  included  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act  that  relates  to  the  watersheds  around  the  coun- 
try. Has  the  Corps  established  storm-water  pollutant  reduction 
goals  for  Dalecarlia,  Georgetown  and  McMillan  Reservoirs? 

General  Genega.  No,  ma'am.  Those  reservoirs  are,  in  fact,  earth- 
embankment  reservoirs  and  the  watershed  is  relatively  small.  On 
the  other  hand,  of  course,  the  watershed  of  the  Potomac  River  is 
relatively  large.  We  do  not  have  a  comprehensive  view  of  the 
sources  of  any  pollution  in  that  Potomac  watershed. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski,  do  you  know  the  sources  of  pollu- 
tion in  the  watershed? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  There  has  been  various  studies  undertaken  as 
part  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Program  and  other  studies  over  the 
years.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  we  have  information  that  could 
give  estimates  of  some  sources  of  pollution.  I  don't  have  them  with 
me.  I  didn't  have  a  chance  to  collect  them  over  the  weekend,  but 
we  could  get  more  information  on  that.  Basically,  it  is  things  like 
point  sources  from  some  industry  and  municipalities  and  other 
waste-water  treatment  plants.  It  is  runoff  from  farms  and  urban 
areas.  But  I  don't  have  the  exact  percentages. 

Ms.  Norton.  Has  that  been  increasing  in  the  watersheds  in  this 
region,  particularly  the  Potomac  watershed? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  have  any  data  to  show  that  it  has  been 
increasing.  I  suspect,  if  anything,  it  has  been  probably--hopefully, 
been  decreasing,  because  there  are  programs  being  put  in  place  to 
try  to  control  runoff.  But  I  don't  have  the  data  with  me  today. 

Ms.  Norton.  Was  the  EPA  involved  in  the  development  of  the 
Corps'  Capital  Improvement  Program,  Mr.  Laskowski  or  Major 
General  Genega? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  It  is  my  understanding  that  we  are  given  a 
chance  to  comment  on  the  improvements  and  we  review  theni  to 
see  if  they  are  consistent  with  what  is  required  by  the  regulations 
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and  the  law  upcoming.  So  we  are  given  that  opportunity  to  provide 
those  comments. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  I  would  agree  with  that.  For  ex- 
ample, the  previous  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  that  we 
had  done  by  the  outside  contractor,  the  results  in  those  rec- 
ommendations were  reviewed  by  EPA  and  we  are  doing  those 
things  with  their  knowledge  and  essentially  approval  of  those  ac- 
tions. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski,  an  important  distinction  has  been 
made  between  the  water  treatment  system  and  the  distribution 
system,  which  is  in  the  control  of  the  local  jurisdictions  themselves. 
Does  EPA  test  the  water  in  the  distribution  system? 

Mr.  Laskowski,  Not  normally.  As  I  understand,  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers does  that  testing  and  provides  the  results  to  the  District 
Government.  We  may  get  involved  in  an  emergency  situation  with 
split  samples  or  take  some  additional  samples,  but  on  an  ongoing 
basis,  EPA  does  not  do  that  testing. 

Ms.  Norton.  Major  General,  you  will  recall  that  fecal  coliform 
was  found  at  Woodson  Junior  High  School  in  Northeast  Washing- 
ton. We  were  told  it  was  confined  to  that  location  and  people  in 
that  location  were  alerted. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  could  it  have  been  confined  to  one  location  if 
it  comes  through  the  distribution  system? 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  at  the  same  time  that  that  test  was 
taken,  there  were  tests  taken  at  plants  and  in  other  locations 
throughout  the  distribution  system.  For  example,  in  the  distribu- 
tion system,  we  take  210  tests  per  month.  Based  on  the  analysis 
of  those  other  tests,  which  were  negative,  the  determination  was 
made  by  the  EPA  that  that  was  the  only  portion  of  the  system  that 
was  affected.  The  other  portions  of  the  system  tested  negatively 
and  thus  were  not  affected. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  was  the  source  of  the  fecal  coliform  contami- 
nation at  Woodson? 

General  Genega.  I  don't  know  that  we  know  that,  ma'am.  I  will 
defer  to  EPA. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  am  not  sure  we  could  say  with  certainty,  but 
there  is  some  speculation  that  at  that  source  I  believe  the  school 
had  been  shut  down  for  a  considerable  time  and  there  may  have 
been  stagnant  water  in  the  pipes  for  some  time  and  there  might 
have  been  some  regrowth  that  happened  there.  That  is  our  specula- 
tion. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  were  instructions  to  the  District  of  Columbia, 
then,  following  the  discovery  of  the  fecal  coliform  in  Woodson  Jun- 
ior High  School;  has  the  District  complied  with  that  order? 
Mr.  Laskowski.  They  have  complied  with  that  order,  yes. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  the  EPA  aware  of  any  violations  in  any  part  of 
the  public  water  distribution  system  serving  the  Washington  met- 
ropolitan area? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  believe  just  the  ones  that  were  mentioned  pre- 
viously, that  there  were  violations  in  the  system,  and  there  was 
one  in  the  Arlington  area,  I  believe,  around  June;  the  other  one  in 
September  at  the  Woodson  School,  and  as  was  mentioned  in  Octo- 
ber at  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  that  was  contained  just  to  the  plant. 
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Ms.  Norton.  You  don't  see  anything  systemic  here  in  the  water 
supply  coming  out  of  the  Northeast  incident? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Well,  we  are  concerned  that  we  had  some  situa- 
tions here,  and  we  have  to  look  at  the  plant  more  closely,  which 
we  are  doing.  We  have  to  look  at  the  flushing  programs  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  has  for  its  distribution  system  and  that  is  un- 
derway in  compliance  with  our  order.  So  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
we  are  concerned  about  it,  and  I  think  we  and  the  Corps  and  the 
District  are  addressing  those  problems. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  is  the  water  coming  out  of  these  plants  rated? 
Out  of  this  immediate  jurisdiction,  how  is  it  rated  compared  with 
other  jurisdictions  around  the  country?  Are  we  in  the  middle?  Are 
we  very  good?  Are  we  very  poor?  I  would  like  your  frank  evaluation 
of  that,  if  you  would. 

Mr.  Elder.  Madam  Chairwoman,  we  evaluate  compliance  with 
EPA's  standards  for  drinking  water.  We  do  not  do  a  plant-by-plant 
comparison.  We  look  at  national  compliance  statistics. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  didn't  ask  for  a  plant-by-plant  comparison.  I  know 
that  water  all  over  the  country  differs  vastly  in  its  quality.  I  am 
trjdng  to  find  a  characterization  for  the  quality  of  the  water  in  this 
immediate  region  affected  by  these  plants. 

Mr.  Elder.  If  you  look  at  the  last  couple  of  months,  I  would  say 
that  the  quality  of  the  water  is  below  average  compared  to  the  rest 
of  the  country. 

Ms.  Norton.  Of  course,  it  wouldn't  be  fair  to  look  only  at  the  last 
couple  of  months.  I  mean  compare  the  water  in  this  region  with  the 
water  in  New  York — for  example.  New  York  City,  another  large 
city. 

Mr.  Elder.  Very  difficult  to  compare,  ma'am,  because  New  York 
City  does  not  have  any  filtration  for  any  of  their  drinking  water 
supplies  at  the  present  time.  They  just  rely  on  disinfection  and  rely 
on  the  protection  from  the  watershed  both  in  the  Catskill-Delaware 
area,  which  was  the  reservoir  system.  There  would  have  to  be 

Ms.  Norton.  Why  would  that  make  it  difficult  to  say  whether 
the  water  that  comes  out  of  the  tap  in  another  city  is  better  or 
worse  than  the  water  that  comes  out  of  the  tap  in  this  immediate 
area. 

Mr.  Elder.  We  have  concerns  about  the  quality  of  water  coming 
out  of  both  systems  at  the  present  time. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Elder,  are  you  saying  that  the  water  in  the 
United  States  of  America — whether  we  are  talking  about  Milwau- 
kee, New  York,  or  the  District  of  Columbia — is  all  of  equal  quality? 

Mr.  Elder.  No,  it  is  not,  ma'am.  I  am  not  saying  that  it  is  of 
equal  quality.  There  are  60,000  community  water  supplies  in  this 
country.  Each  of  them  has  a  different  quality  of  water  that  they  are 
providing  to  their  customers  at  any  given  time. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  the  quality  of  the  water  in  the  region  more  relat- 
ed to  the  state  of  the  plant,  or  is  it  more  related  to  runoff  and  other 
natural  contaminants  that  may  be  in  the  water? 

Mr.  Elder.  Both  of  them  are  extremely  important.  The  water- 
shed, as  well  as  what  goes  on  at  the  water  treatment  plant,  can 
dominate  a  given  situation.  In  this  case  the  watershed  quality  in 
terms  of  the  14  inches  of  rainfall  that  had  occurred  two  weeks  prior 
to  this  particular  incident,  I  think,  was  a  very  major  factor  in 
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terms  of  the  level  of  turbidity  in  the  raw  intake  water  coming  in 
the  Dalecarlia  sedirrentation  base.  Then,  when  you  combine  that 
with  some  operational  problems,  that  is  what  led  to  the  high  levels 
of  turbidity  that  led  us  to  issue  the  boil-water  alert. 

Ms.  Norton.  Finally,  I  would  like  to  ask  all  three  of  you  to  com- 
ment on  what  you  think  most  needs  to  be  done  in  this  region  to 
improve  the  quality  of  the  water. 

General  Genega.  From  my  perspective,  ma'am,  I  would  say  that 
we  need  clearly  to  tighten  some  internal  procedures;  that  is  ongo- 
ing. We  need  to  conduct  the  review,  this  independent  review  that 
I  mentioned,  both  of  them,  both  the  peer  review  and  the  independ- 
ent contractor,  Malcolm  Pimie,  and  comply  with  what  rec- 
ommendations made  by  that  contractor  that  EPA  blesses  as  pru- 
dent. I  see  that  as  our  course  of  action  and  what  we  need  to  do  in 
both  the  near  and  the  long  term. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  ma'am,  I  would  agree  with  the  General, 
that  we  have  to  look  at  the  plant  operations,  at  the  distribution 
system,  at  the  studies  that  are  currently  being  done,  and  to  deter- 
mine how  best  to  improve  the  operations,  for  instance,  that  the 
plant  includes  automation.  It  may  include  things  like  training,  but 
we  have  to  take  those  into  consideration  and  put  them  in  place, 
and  I  think  that  is  probably  the  biggest  need  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  want  to  ask  if  any  of  my  colleagues  have  any 
more  questions.  Mr.  Petri? 

Mr.  Petri.  Just  one  follow-up  question  for  Mr.  Laskowski.  You 
are  a  career  civil  servant  of  our  country? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Petri.  Who  do  you  report  to?  Who  is  politically  accountable, 
a  political  appointee  in  your  department? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Right  now  it  is  Administrator  Browner. 

Mr.  Petri.  And  did  you  notify  Administrator  Browner,  and  sign 
off  on  the  notice  to  the  public  of  the  boiled-water  alert,  or  is  this 
something  that  was  made  at  the  career  level? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Well,  when  we  were  considering  this,  it  was 
mentioned  to  Administrator  Browner  that  we  were  on  the  track  to 
do  this,  and  as  I  understand  it,  she  was  okay  with  that.  I  didn't 
personally  brief  her  ahead  of  time,  but  the  folks  at  headquarters 
who  knew  the  situation  did. 

Mr.  Petri.  So  she  or  her  office  was  kept  informed  of  this — and 
she  did  sign  off  on  this? 

Mr.  Elder.  No,  sir.  When  Stan  Laskowski  and  I  had  a  conversa- 
tion around  1  o'clock  on  December  the  8th  and  I  was  aware  that 
he  was  going  to  make  the  decision  to  go  ahead  with  the  boil-water 
alert,  I  informed  my  boss,  who  is  a  political  appointee  with  Senate 
confirmation,  Robert  Perciasepe,  and  he  informed  Administrator 
Browner's  office.  There  was  no  requirement  for  a  sign-off  or  a  clear- 
ance from  the  political  level  of  the  agency. 

Mr.  Petri.  Well,  as  you  review  your  procedures,  I  would  suggest 
that  where  you  have  a  two-  or  three-day  window  of  decision-mak- 
ing, you  might  consider  keeping  the  political  people  informed  who 
are  participating  in  that  decision,  since  you  are  notifying  a  million 
people  of  something  and  they  are  going  to  end  up  being  held  ac- 
countable. 
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It  doesn't  happen  to  be  my  administration,  but  I  am  sure  they 
would  appreciate — I  understand  if  it  is  a  fast-moving  emergency, 
boy,  you  better  make  that  decision  and  get  the  word  out  and  people 
have  to  clear  out  or  whatever  they  have  to  do.  But  if  it  is  a  slow- 
rolling  emergency  with  some  judgment  calls  and  with  some  pluses 
and  minuses  and  so  on,  I  think  some  input  from  the  people  who 
are  politically  accountable  might  be  of  use  in  making  sure  you 
come  up  with  a  good  decision.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Moran. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairwoman.  Mr.  Laskowski, 
you  were  notified  for  the  first  time  on  December  8  that  we  had  a 
potential  crisis. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Sir,  it  was  December  7  at  2:00  p.m.  that  we 
were  first  notified  that  there  appeared  to  be  problems  at  the  plant. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Okay.  General  Genega,  you  were  notified  approxi- 
mately one  day  earlier  that  you  had  a  potential  crisis,  as  I  under- 
stand it;  is  that  correct?  December  6? 

General  Genega.  No.  I  was  notified  on  the  morning  of  the  7th 
that  we,  in  fact,  had  established  a  violation,  an  EPA-reportable  vio- 
lation, and  that  we  were  in  the  process  of  reporting  that  to  EPA. 

Mr.  Moran.  The  violation — so  were  they  notified  on  December  7? 
You  were  notified  on  December  7,  but  I  was  told  December  8  is 
when  you  were  notified? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  No,  sir.  2:00  p.m.  December  7. 

Mr.  Moran.  So  the  violation  occurred  on  December  6,  as  I  under- 
stand it;  is  that  correct? 

General  Genega.  In  hindsight,  yes,  sir.  The  increase  of  the  high 
raw  water  turbidity  which  required  the  addition  of  aluminum  sul- 
fate, which  did  not  happen,  occurred  late  in  the  afternoon,  about 
5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  on  the  6th.  The  violation  readings  occurred 
at  1:00  a.m.,  2:00  a.m.  and  3:00  a.m.  on  the  7th. 

Those  were  the  violation  readings  which  were  then  evaluated  the 
morning  of  the  7th  by  the  supervisory  personnel  at  the  aqueduct 
who  reported  to  me,  and  then  the  EPA  at  2:00  p.m. 

Mr.  Moran.  Violation  readings  were  taken — readings  were 
taken,  but  were  not  in  violation  prior  to  that,  or  is  that  the  first 
time  that  violation  readings  were  reported? 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct.  That  is  the  first  time,  because 
that  is  the  first  time  that  the  individual  reading  exceeded  5  Turbid- 
ity Units,  that  is  1:00  a.m.,  2:00  a.m.  and  3:00  a.m. 

Mr.  Moran.  So  we  can  be  assured  that  it  did  not  exceed  it  prior 
to  1:00  a.m.  on  December  7? 

Greneral  Genega.  It  did  not  exceed  5  Turbidity  Units,  yes,  sir, 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Moran.  And  it  was  being  taken  regularly? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  it  was  being  taken  each  hour. 

Mr.  Moran.  All  right.  So  that  is  reasonably  fast  response,  it 
would  seem.  Although  the  crisis  had  probably  already  peaked  by 
the  time  we  actually  found  out  about  it,  because  the  turbidity  lev- 
els were  going  down. 

Now,  what  I  would  like  to  understand  is  in  retrospect,  does  it  ap- 
pear that  there  were  indications  that  we  were  approaching  a  crisis 
level  at  the  plant  on  that  weekend  afl;er  we  had  had  that  enormous 
rainfall?  When  you  look  back  upon  it,  do  you  think  there  was  an 
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opportunity  to  have  gotten  advanced  notice  and  to  have  alerted 
people  in  a  more  prompt  fashion? 

Greneral  Genega.  I  don't  believe  so,  sir,  although  I  will  defer  to 
EPA  for  the  notification  portion.  But  with  regard  to  the  heavy  rain- 
fall, the  increasing  turbidity  as  a  result  of  the  heavy  rainfall  is  not 
an  unusual  occurrence.  What  was  unusual  was  our  failure  to  cor- 
rect, by  the  addition  of  aluminum  sulfate.  So  in  and  of  itself,  the 
rising  turbidity  in  the  raw  water  was  not  an  unusual  circumstance. 

Mr.  MORAN.  So  we  are  really  talking  about  human  error  then, 
not  adding  enough  aluminum  sulfate  when  it  was  called  for.  That 
is  really  the  problem  that  gave  rise  to  the  alert  and  the  disruption 
of  lives  of  hundreds — well,  actually  more  than  a  million  people.  It 
was  human  error  then? 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct.  As  I  commented  to  Madam 
Chairwoman  in  response  to  her  question  a  little  earlier,  sir,  when 
you  were  absent  from  the  room,  I  clarified  that  by  saying  that  we 
cannot  say  with  100  percent  assurance  that  the  operational  equip- 
ment or  the  plant  did  not  contribute  to  the  problem.  We  should  be 
able  to  determine  that,  I  believe,  when  we  are  completed  with  the 
comprehensive  performance  review.  So  I  say  human  error  was  a 
factor,  it  clearly  was  a  very  significant  factor,  but  there  may  have 
been  other  contributing  factors  that  I  am  just  not  able  to  address 
at  the  moment. 

Mr.  MORAN.  How  old  are  some  of  the  lines  under  the  District  and 
that  go  to  Northern  Virginia?  I  am  told  that  these  date  way  back 
almost  to  the  turn  of  the  century.  Is  that  true?  How  old  is  the  old- 
est equipment  that  you  have  operational? 

General  Genega.  The  oldest  conduit,  for  example,  that  carries 
water  some  nine  miles  from  the  Great  Falls  area,  where  it  is  picked 
up  in  the  Potomac  and  carries  it  some  nine  miles  across  Cabin 
John  Bridge  to  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir,  dates  back  to  1852.  The 
construction  started  in  1852, 

Mr.  MORAN.  Now,  there  have  been  substantial  improvements  in 
materials  and  engineering  since  1852,  one  would  expect,  over  the 
last  140  years. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mohan.  You  have  called  for  improvement  to  some  of  this  ma- 
terial, some  of  the  infrastructure? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  and  we  have  done  literally  a  continu- 
ous program  of  capital  improvements.  For  example,  the  building 
you  mentioned  the  Dalecarlia  Treatment  Facility  was,  in  fact,  con- 
structed in  1926.  We  just  completed  updating  the  control  system 
from  a  manual  mechanical  control  system  to  a  modern  day  elec- 
tronic control  system,  both  in  part  to  update  it,  and  partially  to 
save  operation  and  maintenance  cost  of  repairs  on  the  older  sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  Mohan.  If  we  don't  get  the  money  that  has  been  requested 
for  capital  improvements,  would  you  anticipate  that  it  will  fail  at 
any  time,  or  is  it  good  indefinitely,  as  long  as  you  make  minor  im- 
provements over  time? 

General  Genega.  To  my  knowledge,  for  the  foreseeable  future, 
that  plan  is  good  and  we  have  been  meeting  the  EPA  standards 
with  regard  to  water.  We  continue  to  make  the  capital  improve- 
ments, just  simply  because  things  wear  out,  I  would  say. 
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For  example,  capital  improvements  include  replacing  the  roof  on 
the  building,  something  as  simple  as  that,  and  lots  more  exotic 
things  like  electronic  controls  and  piping  and  replacement  of  valves 
that  wear  out  over  the  years. 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  will  just  ask  a  few  things  that  particularly  affect 
my  constituents,  because  about  two- thirds  of  the  District,  several 
hundred  thousand  people  were  directly  affected  by  this,  but  they 
were  told  in  Virginia  to  boil  water  for  10  minutes.  In  D.C.,  I  was 
told  they  were  instructed  to  boil  it  for  about  a  minute.  Why  the  dis- 
crepancy? 

General  Genega.  I  would  have  to  defer  to  EPA. 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  assume  you  weren't  any  more  concerned  about  the 
health  of  Virginians  than  D.C.  residents. 

Mr.  Elder.  No,  sir,  not  at  all. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  In  the  early  going  there  was  differences  of  opin- 
ions in  how  long  you  had  to  boil  water,  and  EPA's  program  that 
has  been  operating  under  the  guidance  where  you  go — ^you  boil  it 
vigorously  for  one  minute.  Evidently,  Virginia  was  saying  10  min- 
utes. And  it  was  just  a  difference  of  the  guidance  documents  that 
maybe  still  has  not  been  resolved,  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  MORAN.  You  don't  know  what  the  right  answer  is,  then. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Well,  Jim  does. 

Mr.  MORAN.  How  long  do  you  boil  your  water? 

Mr.  Elder.  I  live  in  Fairfax  County  Water  Authority  jurisdiction, 
so  I  didn't  have  to  boil  water.  But  we  were  confident  from  the  be- 
ginning when  we  had  the  preannouncement  meeting  in  Deputy 
Mayor  Mallett's  office  of  the  one-minute  requirement.  We  were 
later  able  to  persuade  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Preven- 
tion to  go  along  with  our  one-minute  advisory. 

We  did  have  success  with  the  two  counties  in  Virginia  agreeing 
to  the  one  minute,  but  at  the  end  of  the  situation  we  still  had  a 
difference  of  opinion  with  officials  in  the  State  of  Virginia  and 
Richmond. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Well,  I  won't  get  into  that.  Sometimes  we  have  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  with  the  officials  in  Richmond  as  well. 

Just  one  further  question.  I  would  not  be  surprised,  the  market 
forces  working  as  they  do,  that  we  may  have  a  whole  lot  of  entre- 
preneurs coming  into  the  Washington  area,  putting  more  money 
into  advertising  for  new  gismos  to  put  under  your  sink  or  whatever 
to  purify  your  water,  to  exploit  the  lack  of  confidence  or  at  least — 
well,  some  people  are  calling  it  a  crisis  of  confidence. 

I  think  that  might  be  a  little  dramatic.  But  there  will  be  people 
attempting  to  exploit  that  from  an  entrepreneurial  standpoint.  Is 
there  any  reason  why  people  should  buy  devices  that  further  purify 
the  water  beyond  what  they  get  out  of  their  tap — out  of  their  sink 
or  pipes? 

Mr.  Elder.  Generally  speaking,  no.  As  long  as  the  Dalecarlia 
and  McMillan  Plants  stay  in  compliance  and  the  monitoring  results 
are  within  EPA  standards,  there  is  no  need  to  do  that.  There  are 
some  specific  concerns  in  the  D.C.  system  relating  to  lead,  which 
the  District  is,  as  well  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  are  working  on 
a  corrosion  control  study  to  deal  with  that. 

In  terms  of  bacterial  contamination,  I  share  a  concern  about  the 
entrepreneurizd  spirit  that  is  arising  in  the  area,  and  I  think  that 
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that  is  not  a  necessary  approach  to  take.  The  systems  that  would 
deal  with  bacteria  contamination  removal  tend  to  be  quite  expen- 
sive, whereas  most  of  the  home  purification  units  that  are  sold,  at 
the  tap  type  units  that  I  do  not  believe  to  be  affective  to  deal  with 
coliform  bacteria  or  certainly  not  giardia  or  Cryptosporidium. 

Mr.  MORAN.  They  would  not  necessarily  protect  you  from  the  bac- 
teria that  is  the  subject  of  the  discussion  today. 

Mr.  Elder.  Correct. 

Mr.  MORAN.  So  it  is  superfluous. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Madam  Chairwoman. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Moran.  Before  you  go,  gentlemen, 
I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  about  lead  in  the  water  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  Is  it  true  that  if  you  boil  water  too  long,  it  rein- 
forces the  lead  that  may  exist  in  the  water? 

Mr.  Elder.  Yes.  Through  the  evaporation  process,  you  tend  to 
concentrate  what  lead  that  might  preexist  in  the  water  coming  out 
of  the  tap.  But  depending  upon  how  long  you  boil  it,  it  is  not  nec- 
essarily that  much.  It  probably  depends  more  what  it  is  you  are 
boiling  the  water  in,  whether  or  not  the  vessel  that  you  are  using 
to  boil  the  water  in  may  have  some  lead  as  part  of  its  alloy. 

Ms.  Norton.  Does  the  water  of  the  District  of  Columbia  have  a 
fairly  high  quantity  of  lead  in  it? 

Mr.  Elder.  It  is  in  the  range  above  the  EPA  action  level  of  15 
parts  per  billion  based  on  two  rounds  of  tests.  But  it  is,  compara- 
tively speaking,  slightly  over  that  figure.  There  are  situations 
around  the  country  that  are  orders  of  magnitude  worse  than  the 
lead  testing  results. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  you  indicated  that  there  was  a  plan  to  reduce 
the  lead  in  the  water  of  this  region  now? 

Mr.  Elder.  Yes,  there  is  a  requirement  to  do  the  studies  associ- 
ated with  optimizing  corrosion  control  through  putting  pH  adjust- 
ment chemicals  into  the  distribution  system  so  it  reduces  the 
amount  of  leaching  of  lead  that  may  come  out  of  the  lead  service 
line  pipes  throughout  the  District  of  Columbia  and  surrounding 
area  distribution  systems. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  that  you  can  take  action  that  neutralizes  the 
lead  without  going  through  the  capital  expense  of  changing  the 
pipes  themselves? 

Mr.  Elder.  Yes.  Our  regulatory  sequence  is  that  you  do  corrosion 
control  first.  If  that  does  not  sufficiently  mitigate  the  problem,  then 
under  our  regulation,  we  would  order  the  community  water  system 
to  proceed  with  replacement  of  lead  service  lines. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  want  to  thank  all  of  you 
for  the  testimony  that  has  been  indispensable.  I  appreciate  your 
being  forthcoming.  I  appreciate  your  coming  today.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

General  Genega.  Thank  you,  ma'am. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Elder.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  like  to  call  now  the  representatives  of  the 
affected  jurisdictions.  From  Arlington  County,  Virginia,  Chairman 
James  B.  Hunter  III,  of  the  Arlington  County  Board;  from  Fairfax 
County,  Virginia,  Chairman  Thomas  M.  Davis  III,  of  the  Board  of 
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Supervisors;  and  from  the  District  of  Columbia,  Mr.  Robert  Mallett, 
City  Administrator. 

Gentlemen,  may  I  ask  you  to  summarize  your  testimony.  There 
is  going  to  be  another  event  in  this  room  this  afternoon,  and  your 
entire  testimony  will  be  admitted  for  the  record.  You  may  testify 
in  any  order  you  choose. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ROBERT  L.  MALLETT,  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 
AND  DEPUTY  MAYOR  FOR  OPERATIONS,  GOVERNMENT  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DR.  MO- 
HAMMED N.  AKHTER,  COMMISSIONER  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH, 
EDWARD  SCOTT,  ADMINISTRATOR,  WATER  SEWER  UTILITY 
ADMINISTRATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS,  AND 
STEPHEN  E.  RICKMAN,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS;  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS  III,  CHAIRMAN,  FAIRFAX 
COUNTY,  VIRGINIA  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS;  AND  JAMES  B. 
HUNTER  III,  CHAIRMAN,  ARLINGTON  COUNTY  BOARD,  AR- 
LINGTON COUNTY,  VA 

Mr.  Mallett.  Good  morning,  Ms.  Norton,  Chairperson  Norton, 
my  delegate,  Ms.  Bjrme,  Mr.  Moran.  We  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  safe  water  supplies  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  the  areas  of  the  metropolitan  region  served  by  the  Washington 
aqueduct.  Mayor  Kelly  has  asked  me  to  convey  her  appreciation  for 
the  leadership  you  are  providing,  Ms.  Norton,  on  this  very  impor- 
tant matter. 

I  am  Robert  Mallett,  City  Administrator  and  Deputy  Mayor  of 
the  District  of  Columbia.  I  am  flanked  happily  by  experts  from  my 
own  jurisdiction  and  other  jurisdictions  to  assist  us  in  any  tech- 
nical questions  you  might  have  to  ask. 

Quickly,  I  would  like  to  cut  to  the  chase  with  respect  to  the  Dis- 
trict's concern,  and  I  think  it  is  shared  by  our  neighboring  jurisdic- 
tions. 

We  first  support  all  investigative  actions  that  are  now  under 
way.  We  want  to  know  precisely  what  caused  this  calamity,  when 
it  began,  was  there  a  delay  in  notifying  the  affected  jurisdictions, 
and  what  measures  are  now  in  place  that  will  ensure  that  this  does 
not  happen  again. 

The  District  also  seeks,  and  I  think  we  do  so  also  with  our  subur- 
ban neighbors,  greater  clarity  on  the  emergency  notification  proce- 
dures and  policies  used  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  conve3dng  information  to  alert  pub- 
lic officials  and  the  general  public.  This  is  an  area  of  concern  to  us, 
because  the  lack  of  coordination  and  preplanning  can  lead  to  delays 
in  notification  with  a  resultant  risk  to  public  health  and  safety. 

Further  delay,  unevenness  and  intermittent  release  of  informa- 
tion can  undermine  the  most  rehearsed  emergency  response  plan 
and  needlessly  panic  the  public.  We  need  guidelines  for  notification 
and  emergency,  and  they  should  be  developed  and  widely  dissemi- 
nated, as  there  is  a  critical  need  to  control  the  flow  of  information 
to  avert  rumor  and  public  panic  during  an  emergency. 

I  will  be  glad  to  respond  to  any  of  your  questions. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Davis,  do  you  want  to 
go  next? 
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Mr.  Davis.  Thank  ycu,  Madam  Chairwoman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today.  In  Fairfax 
County  we  have  125,000  of  our  residents  who  purchase  their  water 
from  the  City  of  Falls  Church,  and  were  the  ones  who  were  affected 
in  this  particular  instance. 

Our  regional  contingency  plan  for  potable  water  emergencies  is 
in  place,  but  was  not  followed  in  this  instance.  Notifications  to  af- 
fected local  governments  were  not  in  accordance  with  the  Metro- 
politan Washington  Water  Supply  Agreement,  which  in  this  case  is 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  notify  local  governments,  among  others. 

Our  county  health  department  and  the  water  authority  were  no- 
tified of  the  EPA  boil-water  notice  by  phone  at  3:00  p.m.  on 
Wednesday,  December  8th,  by  the  Virginia  Department  of  Health, 
Culpeper  office.  The  county  was  not  allowed  to  review  or  comment 
on  the  draft  news  release  of  the  EPA  boil-water  notice  and  the 
county  was  not  provided  a  copy  of  the  notice  until  two  hours  later, 
after  it  had  been  released  to  the  media. 

Only  then  did  we  discover  that  Fairfax  County  residents  had  not 
been  included  in  the  language  of  the  notice.  Trying  to  correct  this 
problem  once  the  initial  notice  went  out  was  the  equivalent  of  try- 
ing to  get  the  genie  back  in  the  bottle.  This  caused  great  confusion, 
fear  and  concern  among  county  residents  and  generated  thousands 
of  calls. 

Had  we  been  provided  with  the  opportunity  to  review  the  notice 
prior  to  its  being  issued,  we  would  have  been  able  to  specify  the 
areas  of  the  county  which  were  affected  and  could  have  eliminated 
a  problem  which  never  needed  to  exist. 

I  have  a  much  fuller  statement  that  I  think  you  have  before  you 
and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  questions.  And  I  have  Dr.  Carol 
Sharett  from  our  Department  of  Health  here  to  assist  me. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Hunter. 

Mr.  Hunter.  Thank  you.  Congress  woman  Norton,  it  is  a  pleas- 
ure to  be  here  with  you  today  and  the  subcommittee.  December  8th 
is  a  day  that  we  won't  forget  in  Arlington  County.  Our  residents 
and  businesses  will  remember  that  day  for  a  long  time  to  come.  It 
was  a  sobering  new  page  in  our  regional  history. 

The  concerns  that  came  forward  that  day,  of  course,  were  valid. 
The  generalized  health  risks  for  all  of  us,  especially  those  with 
compromised  immunity,  were  serious  indeed.  We  have  learned 
some  important  lessons  from  the  incident,  both  in  terms  of  our  abil- 
ity to  coalesce  resources  in  the  region,  and  in  terms  of  the  complex- 
ity of  intergovernmental  decision  making. 

Ultimately  and  fortunately,  there  was  no  cause  for  alarm.  The 
governments  affected  in  the  emergency,  plus  all  governments  in  the 
region  can  learn  from  the  incident  and  work  together  on  new  mod- 
els of  shared  response  to  emergencies  which  may  occur  in  the  fu- 
ture. We  feel  the  Council  of  Governments  did  an  excellent  job  in 
responding  £ind  credit  should  be  given  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
which  has  taken  full  responsibility  for  the  problem  and  for  taking 
action  to  avoid  repetition. 

Most  importantly  to  us  in  Arlington  County  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  incident  is  ensuring  that  we  don't  have  repetitions.  We  believe 
it  is  imperative  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  authority  to  borrow  di- 
rectly to  finance  its  needed  capital  improvements  at  Dalecarlia  is 
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restored  by  Congress  as  soon  as  possible.  We  understand  that  the 
Corps  has  almost  $100  million  in  capital  improvements  that  are  ei- 
ther currently  required  or  may  be  needed  in  the  next  five  years  to 
meet  possible  changes  in  national  environmental  standards  set  by 
EPA. 

The  Corps,  which  provides  services  much  like  any  other  utility 
company,  doesn't  have  currently,  the  ability  to  finance  like  other 
utilities.  Its  inability  to  borrow  to  finance  needed  capital  improve- 
ments is  analogous  to  building  a  toll  road  and  expecting  drivers  to 
pay  all  of  the  project  costs  in  the  first  year  rather  than  amortizing 
the  cost  over  the  usefiil  life  of  the  road. 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  the  Corps'  inability  to  finance  capital 
needs  dates  back  to  1985  when  the  District  of  Columbia  appro- 
priately gained  the  authority  to  issue  bonds  directly  to  the  public 
capital  markets.  At  that  time,  the  Corps  lost  its  historic  ability  to 
borrow  from  the  Treasury  for  the  Corps-owned  and  operated 
Dalecarlia  plant. 

Congressman  Moran,  as  mentioned  by  him  earlier,  is  working  on 
legislation,  and  I  hope  everyone  will  be  supportive  of  that.  I  would 
be  remiss  if  I  did  not  state  that  the  Corps  has  a  capital  financing 
plan.  It  does.  But  it  envisions  charging  local  government  customers 
for  the  needed  $100  million  in  capital  costs  over  the  next  five  years, 
rather  than  amortizing  over  the  useful  life  of  the  plant.  Local  gov- 
ernments do  not  have  unlimited  ability  to  either  pay  up  front  or 
to  borrow  to  support  the  Corps'  required  capital  improvements. 

We  hope  the  recent  emergency  has  made  everyone  aware  of  these 
concerns.  The  ultimate  solution,  we  believe,  is  to  restore  capital  fi- 
nancing authority  to  the  Corps. 

Chairwoman  Norton,  this  concludes  my  testimony.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hunter.  The  point  you  make  about 
the  up-front  pay  is  a  most  important  point  if  we  are  talking  about 
serious  improvements,  and  it  ought  to  be  possible  to  get  that  au- 
thority back,  and  I  will  work  hard  on  that  with  my  colleagues  from 
the  region. 

The  District  was,  Mr.  Mallett,  the  first  to  learn  of  this,  it  would 
appear  by  happenstance,  because  you  happened  to  have  a  meeting 
with  Mr.  Laskowski.  In  any  case,  you  heard  about  the  problems 
two  hours  before  the  boil-water  notice  was  issued.  Would  you  de- 
scribe to  us  the  process  of  notification  and  indicate  whether  it  was 
smooth  enough  to  allow  you  to  do  what  was  necessary,  and  then 
I  would  like  to  hear  from  the  other  officials  concerning  the  way  in 
which  they  were  notified  and  whether  they  thought  that  the  proc- 
ess was  adequate  to  the  need. 

Mr.  Mallett.  I  will  be  glad  to,  Mrs.  Norton.  While  I  thought  we 
may  have  been  the  first  to  have  been  notified,  until  I  came  to  this 
hearing  this  morning,  I  did  learn  that  another  jurisdiction  was  con- 
tacted initially  a  full  hour  before  my  office  had  been  contacted.  I 
think  that  is  what  I  heard  in  the  testimony  today.  So  I  am  not  cer- 
tain that  we  were  the  first  jurisdiction.  I  did,  as  you  know,  have 
a  previously  scheduled  meeting  with  the  EPA  administrator. 

With  respect  to  notification,  I  was  notified  at  2:13  on  December 
the  8th.  I  remember  it  very  well,  because  it  was  logged  in  on  my 
messages,  and  I  had  just  returned  from  a  previous  meeting.  Mr. 
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Laskowski  had  a  preexisting  meeting  with  me  and  immediately  no- 
tified me  of  what  the  problem  was  when  he  arrived  at  my  office  at 
2:30.  I  had  made  contact  with  his  office  shortly  before  he  arrived. 

Clearly,  I  think  the  EPA  and  the  Corps  would  acknowledge  that 
there  were  some  kinks  in  the  way  that  our  communication  network 
worked.  However,  once  we  received  a  full  briefing  on  what  was  at 
issue,  and  the  potential  danger,  I  think  it  began  to  work  a  lot  more 
smoothly. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  remember  looking  at  the  television  and  being 
alerted  that  any  moment  now  there  was  going  to  be  an  important 
press  conference,  and  I  remember  wondering  what  this  press  con- 
ference was  going  to  be  about,  and  I  remember  that  there  was  a 
fairly  long  interval  of  time.  People  and  cameras  were  gathered  at 
One  Judiciary  Square,  but  then  nothing  happened  for  some  time. 

Does  that  indicate  that  there  were  problems  in  the  way  in  which 
the  briefing  was  going  on  or  in  the  way  in  which  the  notification 
of  the  public  was  to  take  place?  Indeed,  what  was  indicated  by  that 
span  of  time? 

Mr.  Mallett.  I  think,  quite  frankly,  when  the  EPA  came  to  my 
office  and  subsequently  joined  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  I 
think  they  were  still  in  the  fact-gathering  mode.  In  fact,  the  boil- 
water  notice  was  faxed  to  my  office  for  Mr.  Laskowski's  review. 

At  that  time,  because  I  had  not  heard  from  some  of  my  col- 
leagues in  the  region,  I  immediately  contacted  my  counterparts  in 
the  region  to  advise  them  that  I  had  received  the  notice.  The  first 
notice  received  actually  carried  some  erroneous  information.  It  had 
included  Alexandria,  Mr.  Moran,  in  the  notice,  which  caused  my 
colleague  in  that  jurisdiction  some  degree  of  angst. 

As  well,  it  did  not  include  all  of  the  affected  areas.  In  fact,  it  did 
not  include  any  of  the  areas  in  Maryland  that  were  affected.  I  don't 
believe  that  correction  was  made  until  the  following  day.  It  did  not 
include  all  of  the  areas,  I  believe,  in  Fairfax  County  that  had  been 
affected.  This  obviously  created  some  degree  of  anxiety  on  all  of  our 
parts. 

I  was  also  awaiting  the  arrival  of  my  counterpart  in  Arlington 
County  to  join  me  at  my  office  so  that  we  would  have  from  our  per- 
spective, from  the  locsd  government  constituent  service  perspective 
some  orderly  process  in  notifying  the  public. 

Ms.  Norton.  Has  the  Corps  or  the  EPA  asked  to  meet  with  you 
since  or  asked  you  to  participate  in  any  studies  or  investigations 
of  this  incident? 

Mr.  Mallett.  I  have  a  meeting  this  afternoon  with  Mr. 
Laskowski  about  the  issue  that  we  were  going  to  discuss  on  Decem- 
ber the  8th.  I  take  it  he  will  not  be  bringing  me  any  emergency 
news  at  that  meeting.  I  have  not  been  invited  to  participate  in  any 
such  discussions  about  emergency  sponsor  notification,  by  either 
the  Corps  or  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

Ms.  Norton.  Could  I  ask  the  other  two  chairmen  if  they  have 
any  different  responses  to  the  questions  I  have  put  to  Mr.  Mallett? 

Mr.  Davis.  No  different.  I  have  detailed  fully  the  time  of  notifica- 
tion in  Fairfax.  We  are  hoping  for  a  regional  summit  and  hopefully 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  EPA  would  be  participants  in  that.  I 
would  note  on  page  4  of  our  testimony  that  we  have  talked  about 
the  real  problem  here,  which  was  that  this  Metropolitan  Washing- 
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ton  Water  Supply  Agreement  had  not  foreseen  two  significant  cir- 
cumstances that  impacted  this  event.  It  had  never  been  envisioned 
that  an  outside  agency,  EPA,  would  come  in  and  take  control  from 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Direction  of  control  was  exercised  by  an  agency.  The  EPA  had 
not  been  a  signatory  to  the  plan  and  in  all  probability  had  not  even 
read  the  plan. 

Secondly,  the  plan's  emphasis  on  the  water  quantity  has  not  real- 
ly addressed  the  quality  problems  and,  hopefully,  with  this  regional 
summit,  those  problems  will  be  addressed  in  an  appropriate  man- 
ner. 

Mr.  Hunter.  In  the  case  of  Arlington  as  well,  what  happened 
was  consistent  with  what  was  reported  earlier  today.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  called  us  at  about  2:15  in  the  afternoon  and  we  heard 
from  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  about  five  minutes  later.  We 
alerted  and  organized  our  Emergency  Response  Team,  which  went 
fast  to  work,  I  mean  because  we  are  smaller,  we  act  faster.  Then 
the  events  went  on  from  there  and  we  made  the  official  announce- 
ment as  soon  as  the  EPA  press  release  occurred;  but  we  were  all 
ready  to  do  it  at  that  time. 

We  were  alerted  at  the  first  phone  call,  at  2:15,  that  it  would 
probably  be  about  a  boil-water  notice. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  either  of  you  gentlemen  have  any  idea  or  has 
anyone  made  or  attempted  to  make  any  estimate  of  the  financial 
impact  of  this  emergency  on  the  respective  jurisdictions? 

Mr.  Mallett.  Well,  the  District  of  Columbia  has  made  an  in- 
quiry. It  is  going  to  be  a  pretty  massive  undertaking,  but  we  are 
undertaking  that  review  now.  Obviously,  restaurants  were  affected, 
hospitals  were  affected,  as  well  £is  a  number  of  our  citizens,  the  su- 
permarkets as  well.  So  we  are  now  undertaking  a  review  to  see  if 
we  can  determine  what  the  economic  impact  has  been  as  a  result 
of  this  emergency. 

Mr.  Davis.  The  same  at  Fairfax.  We  are  tr3dng  to  look  at  what 
has  happened,  the  small  businesses  that  rely  on  the  water  supply, 
as  well  as  what  it  costs  the  county  directly  with  overtime  to  do 
that,  and  we  will  get  back  with  you  more  fully  when  we  have  as- 
sembled that. 

Mr.  Hunter.  Of  course,  the  same  applies  in  Arlington.  It  is  very 
difficult  to  measure  when  you  are  talking  about  the  very  small  res- 
taurants which  are  most  clearly  affected,  and  the  effect  on  the 
more  vulnerable  institutions,  the  hospitals,  the  nursing  homes,  and 
children-serving  institutions.  So  those  things  are  more  qualitative 
than  quantitative.  I  think  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  measure, 
quite  frankly. 

Ms.  Norton.  Finally,  is  there  any  evidence  from  medical  authori- 
ties of  consequences  to  residents  in  the  jurisdictions  from  this  epi- 
sode? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  none  in  Fairfax. 

Mr.  Mallett.  Our  Commission  of  Public  Health  also  notes  that 
we  have  none  either. 

Mr.  Hunter.  None  in  Arlington. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  have  further  questions,  but  I  would  like  to  turn 
first  to  Ms.  Byrne. 
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Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you,  Madam  Chairwoman.  I  just  have  a  cou- 
ple of  questions  and  I  welcome  my  good  friend,  Jim  Hunter,  and 
our  Chairman  of  the  County  Board,  Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Davis,  in  your  testimony  did  you  say  that  the  State  Water 
Control  Board  were  the  ones  who  contacted  you? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Ms.  Byrne.  When  you  go  to  your  regional  meeting,  do  you  think 
that  maybe  we  should  talk  to  the  general  assembly  about  that?  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  a  lot  closer  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
than  we  are  to  Richmond  in  terms  of  trying  to  get  information  back 
and  forth. 

Mr.  Davis.  Correct.  If  they  had  gone  under  the  agreement  that 
had  been  entered  into,  we  would  have  been  notified,  but  in  this 
case  I  think  they  felt  they  acted  appropriately  by  contacting  State 
officials.  I  don't  think  there  was  a  great  delay  in  that.  The  dif- 
ficulty we  had  was  the  initial  press  release  that  came  out,  really 
excluded  Fairfax  County,  and  it  went  downhill  from  there. 

Ms.  Byrne.  I  am  sure  that  your  office  was  inundated  with  phone 
calls,  as  our  office  was,  in  people  trying  to  gather  information, 
whether  they  were  in  or  out  of  the  affected  area  in  Fairfax  County. 
Because  in  no  stretch  of  the  imagination  was  it  clear  what  areas 
were  affected? 

Mr.  Davis.  Correct.  We  were  getting  about  2,500  calls  an  hour. 
We  set  up  an  emergency  center.  Plus  the  water  authority  was  inun- 
dated. I  think  they  were  calling  everybody  at  that  point  that  they 
could  call  to  try  to  get  the  correct  information. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Mr.  Hunter,  evidently  from  Mr.  Laskowski's  state- 
ment that  he  thought  that  it  was  his  job  in  the  whole  Common- 
wealth of  Virginia  to  notify  the  State  officials  which  would  in  turn 
notify  the  localities.  But  had  you  a  different  experience  in  that  you 
were  notified  directly  by  the  District;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Hunter.  By  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  But  there  was  only  a 
lapse  time  of  about  five  minutes  between  the  two  notifications — the 
second  by  State  officials. 

Ms.  Byrne.  So  we  had  EPA  going  through  one  notification  proce- 
dure. We  had  the  Corps  of  Engineers  going  through  another  notifi- 
cation procedure? 

Mr.  Hunter.  That  is  what  happened,  in  effect,  in  Arlington 
County,  yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Okay.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairman. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Byrne. 

Mr.  Moran. 

Mr.  Moran.  Whose  idea  was  it  to  contact  the  Council  of  Govern- 
ments to  set  up  that  information  hot  line? 

Mr.  Mallett.  It  was  the — ^the  idea  came  about  as  a  result  of  the 
presence  of  Tony  Gardner  of  Arlington  County  in  my  office  on  De- 
cember the  8th.  We  both  thought  that  the  Council  of  Governments 
should  serve  as  the  regional  response  facility. 

Mr.  Moran.  I  think  that  was  an  excellent  decision.  I  was  just  cu- 
rious, because  I  suspected  that  it  was  not  the  set  down  practice, 
that  this  was  one  of  those  ad  hoc  decisions,  and  it  was  a  good  one. 

Mr.  Mallett.  We  have  made  a  lot  of  ad  hoc  decisions  that  day, 
Mr.  Moran. 
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Mr.  MORAN.  I  would  assume  that  in  your  summit,  you  are  going 
to  put  some  of  those  into  a  set  of  guideUnes  if  this  happens  again, 
and  that  would  be  one  of  them:  Who  gets  information,  and  do  you 
have  a  central  number  that  you  can  all  use.  So  I  would  think  that 
Carol  could  fulfill  that  role  very  well.  That  was  an  excellent  reac- 
tion. 

Do  you  have  any  unanimity  of  opinion  as  to  the  proper  way  for 
people  to  boil  water  or  react  where  they  can  get  good  water  and 
so  on?  It  would  seem  that  one  of  the  things  that  we  might  do  in 
preparation  for  another  occurrence,  if  it  happened,  is  to  have  some 
uniform  guidelines. 

Ten  minutes  is  too  long,  and  I  am  sure  people  that  needed  water, 
having  to  boil  for  ten  minutes,  that  was  really  an  excessive  delay 
and  too  much  of  a  burden  to  have  imposed  upon  people.  So  if  it 
wasn't  necessary,  we  shouldn't  have  told  them  they  had  to  do  it. 
But  are  we  going  to  come  up  with  a  regional  approach,  not  only  to 
what  you  do  so  that  you  can  use  the  water,  but  where  you  can  get 
adequate  supplies  of  water  at  reasonable  prices  so  that  there  isn't 
price  gouging  in  the  future? 

Mr.  Mallett.  That  is  an  issue  that  the  chief  administrative  of- 
fices of  the  jurisdiction  of  COG  can  determine  to  put  on  our  agenda 
at  the  next  meeting  to  discuss  this  entire  process.  We  were  also  ad- 
vised by  our  respective  public  health  commissioners  in  Fairfax 
County,  Arlington  County  and  the  District  of  Columbia  that  a 
minute  was  adequate  to  boil  the  water. 

I  think  the  Committee  of  Public  Health  Commissioners  at  COG 
should  also  address  that  issue. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  Now,  I  am  going  to  ask  Tom  and  Jim  what  you  are 
going  to  suggest  as  to  what  might  be  done  better  next  time,  in  ad- 
dition to  what  you  have  already  mentioned  about  the  accuracy  of 
information.  But  as  I  understand  it,  we  wouldn't  have  had  any  cri- 
sis, even  if  all  of  this  had  happened  at  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir,  if 
McMillan  Reservoir  was  not  under  some  repair,  that  you  could 
have  just  switched  over  to  the  McMillan  Reservoir  and  you  would 
have  been  all  set.  Is  that  correct? 

Well,  I  guess  we  need  the  General  to  respond  to  that,  because  it 
was  a  combination  of  factors,  I  understand,  that  caused  the  crisis 
that — and  one  of  them  being  the  fact  that  the  other  reservoir  was 
under  repair. 

General  Genega.  McMillan  Reservoir  was  under  repair,  again,  as 
part  of  a  normal  Capital  Improvements  Program.  We  were  replac- 
ing screening  filters  and  so  forth  and  it  had  been  shut  down.  While 
physically,  that  transfer  could  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  those 
turbidity  readings,  I  would  very  forthrightly  say  to  you,  the  impact 
of  those  readings  was  not  understood,  and  so  that  change  would 
not  have  been  made  at  that  point  in  time,  even  if  the  other  plant 
had  been  operational.  That  may  change  in  the  future,  if  EPA  were 
to  provide  different  criteria  with  regard  to  turbidity  readings,  but 
I  must  say  very  forthrightly,  even  had  the  plant  been  in  service, 
what  we  did  would  not  have  changed. 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  see.  Okay.  Thank  you.  General.  I  would  assume 
the  next  time,  since  the  work  is  going  to  be  more  alert,  though,  and 
learning  from  this  experience,  that  that  might  well  be  an  option, 
to  switch  over. 
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General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  although  I,  frankly,  would  have  to 
defer  to  EPA  as  far  as  the  science  with  regard  to  the  testing  and 
so  forth. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Fine.  Thank  you. 

General  Genega.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Now,  Tom  and  Jim,  what  would  you  suggest  be 
done,  both  in  terms  of  reacting  to  the  situation  after  it  occurs  as 
well  as  getting  advance  notice? 

Mr.  Davis.  Congressman,  we  have  asked  for  a  regional  summit 
and  under  the  auspices  of  the  Council  of  Governments  that  will 
come  to  fruition  sometime  in  late  January.  I  have  a  number  of  rec- 
ommendations on  pages  4  and  5  of  our  testimony  that  come  from 
our  county  staff,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  health  departments 
throughout  the  metropolitan  area  should  develop  concise  rec- 
ommendations on  issues  and  measures  such  as  the  boil-water  no- 
tice. That  would  help.  And  I  think  the  whole  process  highlights  the 
necessity  for  continued  regional  planning. 

We  are  going  to  have  more  regional  problems  with  this  issue.  We 
have  seen  a  couple  just  in  the  last  year  and  I  think  we  need  to 
start  getting  our  protocols,  our  notification  procedures  down  and 
correct.  I  think  a  lot  of  things  went  wrong  on  this  and  we  detailed 
them.  A  lot  of  things  went  right,  too.  As  we  move  forward  we  can 
build  on  that. 

Mr.  Hunter.  I  think  you  are  on  to  something  where  your  ques- 
tion about  the  one-minute  versus  10  minutes.  The  scientific  evi- 
dence our  health  director  tells  me  is  extremely  thin  on  this  matter, 
and  I  think  the  first  thing  is  for  the  scientists  to  agree  among 
themselves  whether  it  should  be  one  minute,  two  minutes  or  seven 
minutes  or  three-and-a-half  minutes.  So  to  answer  that  question 
first,  those  of  us  who  aren't  scientists  will  know  just  how  long  to 
boil  the  water.  There  was  a  lot  of  uncertainty. 

Frankly,  I  was  a  little  nervous.  I  thought  maybe  one  minute 
wasn't  quite  enough.  After  hearing  the  testimony  today,  I  am  sure 
I  should  have  boiled  it  much  more  than  one  minute. 

As  to  the  other,  you  are  asking  for  suggestions  on  how  to  do 
things  better  the  next  time,  notify  the  Virginia  Department  of 
Health  more  quickly  and  get  that  system  working.  The  ad  hoc  deci- 
sion that  was  arrived  at  involving  COG,  I  think,  was  an  excellent 
one  and  I  think  we  ought  to  do  it  that  way  next  time.  That  was 
a  good  snap  decision  and  I  think  we  ought  to  do  that  again. 

Finally  and  probably  most  important,  if  anything  comes  out  of 
this,  if  there  is  any  silver  lining  to  this  cloud,  it  is  the  funding  for 
the  Corps.  Get  the  funding  for  the  Corps  so  that  we  can  have  an 
updated  plant  and  not  120-year-old  pipes  and  50-year-old  equip- 
ment. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  Excellent  suggestions,  and  I  would  hope  that  if  the 
summit  feels  that  that  is  necessary,  then  we  would  get  a  rec- 
ommendation for  funding,  because  I  think  that  would  be  persua- 
sive. 

Mr.  Mallett.  We  would  certainly  agree  that  we  have  to  look  at 
funding.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that  hand  in  hand  with  those 
funding  and  financing  issues  comes  also  some  accountability  to  the 
jurisdictions  in  some  way  or  another. 
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One  of  the  problems  we  have  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  we 
fund  the  operating  expenses  of  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  to  the  tune  of 
$16.1  million,  and  I  think  another  $1.7  million  in  capital  expendi- 
tures. Yet,  we  have  no  review,  substantial  review  of  what  that 
means.  So  we  don't  know  the  quality  of  the  engineering. 

We  don't  know  the  scope  of  the  work,  and  whether  or  not  it  will 
represent  an  allocation  to  solve  the  problems  that  might  exist  at 
the  plant.  So  any  funding  decisions  that  are  made,  it  seems  to  me 
we  also  have  to  join  in  the  discussion  about  those  customers  of  the 
plant,  Arlington  County,  parts  of  Fziirfax  County  and  the  District 
of  Columbia,  having  something  to  say  about  the  operational  needs. 

Mr.  MORAN.  There  is  going  to  be  an  audit  conducted.  That  would 
be  a  good  opportunity  to  review  the  audit  and  then  make  rec- 
ommendations. 

Thank  you  very  much.  Madam  Chairwoman  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Ms.  B3rme. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Mr.  Mallett,  you  just  struck  on  something  that  has 
been  forming  in  my  mind  as  we  have  been  going  through  all  of  this. 
Have  you  heard  or  are  you  aware  of  any  managerial  problems  at 
the  aqueduct  at  Dalecarlia? 

Mr.  Mallett.  Strictly  anecdotal  information,  none  at  all  docu- 
mented. 

Ms.  Byrne.  But  there  is  anecdotal  information  that  there  are 
some 


Mr.  Mallett.  I  have  been  made  aware  of  the  petition  to  which 
you  referred  this  morning  and  some  other  things  by  our  water  ex- 
perts in  the  District  of  Columbia,  but  I  take  that  information  like 
I  take  a  lot — I  hear  a  lot  of  problems  and  I  sometimes  allow  others 
to  investigate  them. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Right.  And  with  your  tremendous  investment  in  this 
plant,  I  am  sure  that  you  would  like  to  find  out  more  about  it  also. 

Mr.  Mallett.  There  is  no  doubt  about  it.  We  have  been  banter- 
ing about  an  idea  inside  the  District  government  perhaps  about  a 
water  board  composed  of  the  three  jurisdictions  involved  to  have 
some  ongoing  discussions  with  the  Corps  about,  but  it  is  an  issue 
that  we  have  decided  that  we  are  going  to  continue  to  study  and 
speak  with  Mrs.  Norton  about  at  some  length  before  we  advance 
the  idea  much  further. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Mallett. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Byrne.  I  would  like  to  pose  a  few 
more  questions  to  Mr.  Mallett,  which  I  think  relate  also  to  the 
other  jurisdictions.  Given  the  age  of  this  system,  there  are  obvious 
concerns. 

Of  course,  the  plant  itself,  we  are  told,  is  fully  adequate.  The 
problem  is  that  the  distribution  system  is  of  various  ages.  In  the 
District,  prior  to  this  recent  alert,  the  District  itself  issued  an  an- 
nouncement that  25  percent  of  the  taps  tested  contained  lead  levels 
above  the  EPA's  "action  level,"  apparently  because  of  lead  leaching 
from  the  pipes.  If  this  is  true,  could  you  explain  the  circumstances 
leading  to  this  announcement  and  what  corrective  action  has  been 
taken?  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  other  jurisdictions  have  found 
lead  in  the  pipes  in  their  distribution  systems  as  well. 
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Mr.  Mallett,  Mrs.  Norton,  I  have  asked  Ed  Scott,  he  is  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  District's  Water  and  Sewer  UtiHty  Administra- 
tion. I  think  he  is  more  appropriate  to  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Scott.  Grood  afternoon.  As  a  result  of  the  new  lead  rule  that 
was  published  not  too  long  ago  by  the  EPA,  we  are  required  to  test 
for  lead  in  our  small  sampling  for  lead  in  our  households.  We  have 
done  that  for  two  years  now,  and  if  we  exceed  the  lead  rule,  then 
we  are  required  to  issue  a  publication  and  advise  the  public. 

We  have  approximately,  I  guess,  20,000  of  our  homes  in  the  Dis- 
trict that  have  lead  services  or  have  lead  soldering  inside  of  those 
homes. 

Ms.  Norton.  Are  they  all  over  the  District? 

Mr.  Scott.  They  are  concentrated  primarily  in  the  older  areas  of 
the  District.  Some  in  the  Brookl3ni  area  and  some  over  in  the 
Georgetown  area,  the  Palisades  area  and  what  have  you.  We  have 
identified  some  of  those  homes  through  our  records  and  through 
some  sampling  of  their  lines. 

Ms.  Norton.  Have  those  residents  been  notified? 

Mr.  Scott.  Those  residents  are  pretty  much — ^yes,  they  have 
been  notified  as  to  who  we  think — some  of  them  we  have  not  really 
identified  as  to  whether  they  are  or  not,  because  the  records  do  not 
indicate.  There  have  been  some  changes  of  those  lead  lines. 

In  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  government  is  responsible  for  the 
water  service  line  from  the  main  to  the  property  line  and  the  resi- 
dent is  responsible  for  it  from  the  property  line  on  into  the  home, 
and  the  interior  piping  in  the  home.  We  are  doing  our  sampling 
and  we  have  on  two  occasions  exceeded  the  lead  rule,  15  parts  per 
billion,  10  percent  of  those  samples  exceeded — greater  than  10  per- 
cent of  those  homes  showing  a  greater  than  15  parts  per  billion  of 
lead.  So  we  have  notified  those  homes.  It  is  routine.  It  is  going  on 
all  over  the  country. 

The  Corps  is  working  on  a  Corrosion  Control  Program  using 
chemicals,  to  try  to  introduce  chemicals  in  the  water  to  prevent  the 
leaching  of  the  lead  into  the  water.  There  is  a  period  of  time  that 
that  operation  would  be  ongoing,  and  if  we  are  able  to  control  it, 
then  no  further  action  will  be  taken.  However,  if  we  are  unable  to 
do  so,  then  the  next  course  would  be  to  change — to  have  a  substan- 
tial program  to  remove  and  replace  those  lead  services. 

Even  if  you  replace  the  lead  services,  however,  going  into  the 
homes,  you  still  have  a  problem  within  the  home,  because  in  many 
cases  you  have  lead  lines  in  the  home  or  lead  piping  in  the  home, 
or  lead  soldering  in  those  homes.  So  we  are  attempting  to  do  that 
and  control  it  that  way. 

Ms.  Norton.  Yes,  Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Davis.  Madam  Chairman,  we  do  have  a  lead  monitoring  and 
testing  system  in  Fairfax  that  we  use  to  look  at  individual  homes 
where  you  may  have  lead  soldering  and  that  kind  of  thing.  The 
construction  is  much  newer  in  Fairfax.  It  is  not  quite  the  extent 
as  in  other  jurisdictions,  but  we  have  sporadic  problems  with  it. 
Not  system-wide,  but  in  individual  homes. 

Mr.  Hunter.  Madam  Chairwoman,  in  Arlington  County,  a  simi- 
lar situation.  We  have  a  newer  plant,  if  you  will.  We  have  tested 
for  lead  and  has  tested  very  low,  well  below  the  EPA-mandated 
threshold. 


90 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  any  of  my  colleagues  have  further  questions?  I 
want  to  thank  all  three  of  you  gentlemen  for  very  helpful  testi- 
mony. Mr.  Mallett,  Mr.  Davis,  Mr.  Hunter,  thank  you  again  for 
coming  forward. 

Our  final  two  witnesses  for  our  last  panel,  please.  Ruth  R.  Crone, 
Executive  Director,  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Grovem- 
ments;  Erik  Olson,  Senior  Attorney,  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council. 

TESTIMONY  OF  RUTH  R.  CRONE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  MET- 
ROPOLITAN  WASHINGTON  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS; 
AND  ERIK  D.  OLSON,  SENIOR  ATTORNEY,  NATURAL  RE- 
SOURCES DEFENSE  COUNCIL 

Ms.  Crone.  Thank  you.  Chairwoman  Norton  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee.  My  name  is  Ruth  R.  Crone.  I  am  Executive  Director 
of  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  comments  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Water  Resources  and  the  Environment  regarding  the 
December  8,  1993,  drinking  water  supply  incident  at  the  Dalecarlia 
Water  Treatment  Plant  and  the  ensuing  regional  response. 

I  am  particularly  grateful  that  Congresswomen  Norton  and 
Byrne  and  Congressman  Moran,  all  Members  of  the  Council  of  Gov- 
ernments, are  present  at  today's  hearing  and  lending  such  impor- 
tant attention  to  this  matter. 

The  incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  was  of  re- 
gional concern  and  certainly  highlighted  the  importance  of  main- 
taining a  safe  drinking  water  supply  and  supporting  a  strong  re- 
gional emergency  response  capability. 

Early  in  the  course  of  the  water  emergency  on  December  the  8th, 
at  approximately  6:00  p.m.,  COG  was  asked  by  Robert  Mallett,  City 
Administrator  for  the  District  of  Columbia  and  Tony  Gardner,  Ar- 
lington County  Manager,  to  establish  a  regional  command  center. 

The  purpose  of  the  COG  command  center  was  twofold.  First,  to 
provide  a  central  information  contact  for  the  public  and  for  others 
seeking  accurate  and  current  information  on  the  water  emergency 
and  necessary  precautions  such  as  boiling  water,  or  using  bottled 
water  for  drinking  and  cooking  purposes. 

The  second  purpose  was  to  provide  key  Federal  and  local  officials 
with  a  location  where  information  could  be  exchanged  quickly  to  all 
of  the  relevant  officials.  COG  quickly  obtained  a  telephone  number, 
which  was  962-3217,  permanently  in  my  head,  for  public  inquiries. 
We  installed  12  telephones  and  obtained  volunteers  from  COG  and 
local  government  and  Federal  agencies  to  help  staff  these  phones. 

The  COG  Water  Information  Center  hot  line  was  open  24  hours 
a  day,  from  the  first  evening  of  the  emergency  on  Wednesday  to  its 
conclusion  on  Saturday  afternoon,  and  we  continued  the  operation 
of  the  water  line  two  days  after  the  boil  ban  was  dismissed  to  fol- 
low up  on  additional  inquiries. 

On  Saturday  afternoon,  EPA  Administrator  Carol  Browner  per- 
sonally visited  the  COG  information  center  to  thank  volunteers  and 
handled  a  few  calls  herself  from  area  residents.  I  believe  the  re- 
sults of  the  command  center  operation  were  impressive. 

Approximately  50  volunteers  from  COG  and  the  Federal  and 
local  agencies  responded  to  more  than  15,600  calls  from  the  public. 
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In  addition,  Federal  and  local  health  officers  were  on  site  at  COG 
throughout  the  water  emergency.  Our  local  government  officials 
from  the  affected  counties  were  participating  all  four  days.  Officials 
worked  around  the  clock  to  address  the  treatment  filtration  prob- 
lems and  to  restore  service  to  the  affected  communities. 

Additionally,  they  sought  to  provide  the  latest  information  to  the 
media  and  to  the  public.  By  having  all  of  the  relevant  actors  to- 
gether in  one  location,  internal  decisions  were  made  far  more 
quickly  than  if  we  did  not  take  this  action.  Since  1970,  COG  has 
been  actively  involved  in  developing  a  number  of  plans  and  agree- 
ments for  all  types  of  contingencies. 

Several  of  you  have  been  very  much  involved  in  those.  We  were 
instrumental,  for  example,  in  developing  police  and  fire  mutual  aid 
agreements  and  a  comprehensive  Washington  Metropolitan  Area 
Mutual  Aid  Operational  Plan  which  followed  the  twin  disasters  of 
Air  Florida  and  the  Metro  derailment  of  January  12,  1982.  These 
agreements  have  the  support  and  involvement  of  all  of  the  jurisdic- 
tions in  the  region. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  in  1979  the  regional  water  supply  emer- 
gency for  the  Potomac  River  was  adopted  by  15  local  governments 
in  the  Washington  region,  as  well  as  water  utilities  and  COG.  It 
was  the  result  of  a  two-year  effort  to  organize  and  consolidate  the 
water  emergency  procedures  of  individual  utilities. 

The  agreement  coordinates  area-wide  water  conservation,  as  well 
as  curtailed  water  use  during  periods  when  water  supply  demands 
are  exceeded.  It  also  delineates  steps  necessary  for  an  immediate 
and  coordinated  response  in  the  event  of  a  water  supply  shortage 
or  outage. 

Much  has  changed  in  terms  of  the  Washington  region's  water 
supply  since  that  agreement  was  adopted  more  than  14  years  ago. 
Although  the  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement  was  originally 
developed  to  provide  primarily  addressed  drought  conditions,  the 
framework  and  response  mechanisms  outlined  in  the  plan  and 
other  COG  emergency  response  plans  were  useful  in  dealing  with 
the  December  8th  emergency. 

Nonetheless,  regional  water  supply  agreements  have  been  found 
to  be  outdated,  and  they  no  longer  are  relevant  to  current  and  fu- 
ture regional  and  local  needs. 

Unfortunately,  our  efforts  to  proceed  in  this  have  been  somewhat 
hampered  due  to  limited  funding,  but  I  think  it  is  very  apparent 
from  the  incident  and  toda3r's  hearing,  we  must  move  forward  col- 
laboratively on  this  issue. 

The  recent  regional  incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  Plant,  as  well  as 
the  oil  spill  incident  last  spring  at  Sugarland  Run  highlights  the 
region's  awareness  of  the  need  to  intensify  our  efforts.  Such  efforts 
will  require  a  great  deal  of  technical  and  policy  coordination  as  well 
as  numerous  meetings  with  our  regional  and  local  governments, 
representatives,  regional  water  utilities  and  other  key  regional. 
State  and  Federal  personnel. 

COG  will  be  briefing,  as  mentioned  earlier,  area  local  adminis- 
trators and  managers  on  water  emergency  in  early  January.  We 
also  anticipate  a  similar  briefing  to  the  Council  of  Government's 
Board  of  Directors  and  relevant  policy  and  technical  committees. 
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As  a  result  of  these  meetings,  we  expect  to  sponsor  a  regional  sum- 
mit in  late  January  on  the  water  emergency. 

Further,  we  would  urge  the  Federal  support  and  assistance  in 
developing  a  much  stronger  and  more  effective  Regional  Water 
Stipply  Emergency  Agreement  and  Response  Plan  in  conjunction 
with  these  activities. 

Madam  Chairwoman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  once  again  to  thank  you  for  allowing 
the  Council  of  (xovernments  to  speak  on  this  important  issue.  We 
are  committed  to  continued  improvement  in  all  aspects  of  the  re- 
gion's water  supply  and  response  capability. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, the  Federal  and  local  agencies  to  ensure  that  our  shared  goals 
are  met.  Thsink  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Crone. 

Mr.  Olson. 

Mr.  Olson.  Thank  you,  and  good  afternoon.  I  will  wrap  up  the 
hearing  and  appreciate  the  committee  bearing  with  me.  Across  the 
Washington  D.C.  metropolitan  area,  the  Capital  of  the  most  ad- 
vanced industrialized  Nation  in  the  world,  nearly  1  million  people 
spent  several  days  boiling  or  buying  bottled  water  earlier  this 
month. 

Our  confidence  in  the  safety  of  our  tap  water,  which  most  of  us 
have  taken  for  granted,  has  been  shaken,  and  well  it  should  be.  Al- 
though some  officials  may  hope  that  the  public's  memory  is  short 
and  that  we  will  forget  about  these  events  quickly,  allowing  a  re- 
turn to  business  as  usual,  we  cannot  let  that  happen. 

At  least  for  a  while,  EPA,  we  believe,  should  oversee  and  take 
over  testing  at  the  water  treatment  plant  in  Washington.  In  addi- 
tion, EPA  should  oversee  a  detailed  audit  of  the  water  system's 
equipment  and  operations  and  upstream  pollution  threats. 

Ultimately,  it  is  clear  that  the  water  treatment  system  in  Wash- 
ington will  have  to  be  upgraded  and  will  have  to  do  better  work 
on  protecting  the  Potomac  from  pollution.  Efforts  to  portray  the  re- 
cent events  as  a  rare  failure  of  a  few  low-level  employees  at  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  scapegoating  at  best  and  extremely  mislead- 
ing. 

Last  week's  events  offer  only  a  small  glimpse  of  a  major  problem 
with  drinking  water,  not  only  in  Washington,  but  across  the  Na- 
tion. We  have  a  deeper,  more  fundamental  problem  with  Washing- 
ton's and  the  country's  increasingly  threatened,  outdated  and  crum- 
bling system  for  the  provision  of  safe  drinking  water. 

NRDC  recently  released  a  report  documenting  that  in  1991  and 
1992  over  20  million  people  across  the  United  States  drank  water 
more  contaminated  than  EPA's  standards  allowed,  and  over  100 
million  people  drank  water  from  systems  that  violated  the  testing, 
reporting  or  treatment  technique  requirements. 

The  D.C.  water  system  is  an  example.  In  September  and  during 
much  of  the  summer  and  fall,  total  coliform  bacteria  had  been 
found  in  tap  water  at  many  locations  across  the  city.  This  led  EPA 
in  September  to  issue  the  emergency  order  finding  an  imminent 
health  threat.  We  don't  really  know  the  source  of  all  of  that  bac- 
teria. 
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Total  coliform  are  also  frequently  found  where  they  should  not 
be  found,  immediately  downstream  of  the  Corps'  filtration  plant, 
again  for  reasons  that  remain  a  mystery.  Several  weeks  ago  due  to 
bacterial  contamination  found  in  water  at  the  Corps'  treatment 
plant  itself,  notices  were  posted  at  the  plant  telling  workers  not  to 
consume  the  water.  Again,  monitoring  data  for  D.C.  indicated  that 
during  many  months  during  the  last  few  years,  the  water  supply 
has  contained  turbidity,  the  cloudiness  that  caused  the  recent  up- 
roar, at  levels  well  above  the  EPA  standard  of  0.5  units. 

So  this  is  not  the  only  time  this  has  happened;  were  there  pre- 
vious violations?  We  don't  know. 

Just  before  the  boil-water  notice  was  issued  earlier  this  month, 
D.C.  issued  a  little-noticed  announcement  that  25  percent  of  the 
taps  tested  in  the  city  were  over  the  EPA  action  level — this  was  re- 
cently referred  to — for  lead  leaching  from  pipes. 

In  addition,  something  that  hasn't  been  mentioned  today  is  that 
monitoring  data  in  Washington  indicates  that  it  often  contains  high 
levels  of  chemicals  called  trihalomethanes.  These  organic  chemicals 
are  created  when  water  is  chlorinated  and  have  been  found  in  at 
least  nine  human  epidemiological  studies  to  have  links  to  cancer, 
and  recent  studies  suggest  they  may  have  links  to  birth  defects. 

It  is  clear  that  we  need  to  do  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the 
D.C.  water  system  and  look  at  granular-activated  carbon  and  other 
state-of-the-art  modem  treatment,  such  as  Fairfax  County  recently 
has  done.  We  also  need  automatic  turbidity  monitors,  as  many 
neighboring  jurisdictions  have.  Stronger  efforts  need  to  be  made  to 
modernize  the  treatment  plants  in  D.C,  and  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  must  be  beefed  up  to  tighten  health  standards  and  im- 
prove EPA  enforcement  and  better  fund  water  supply  improve- 
ments. 

The  Clinton  administration  has  made  some  proposals  which, 
while  needing  some  improvement,  take  positive  steps  in  this  direc- 
tion. The  efforts  to  enfeeble  drinking  water  protection,  such  as 
those  in  the  Slattery-Bliley  bill,  would  weaken  health  standards 
and  reduce  notification  requirements,  have  to  be  rejected. 

In  addition,  legislation  which  has  been  proposed  by  Representa- 
tive Oberstar,  and  which  I  understand  Congresswoman  Norton  will 
introduce,  I  guess,  early  next  year,  would  take  action  to  protect  the 
watersheds  so  that  pollution  doesn't  reach  the  water  before  it  gets 
to  our  treatment  plants. 

Many  water  systems  like  D.C.  and  Milwaukee  are  walking  on  a 
razor's  edge.  The  traditional  multiple  barriers  to  contamination  are 
often  lacMng  or  threatened  by  underinvestment  or  nonexistent 
water  pollution  controls.  We  should  not  have  to  face  more  water 
scares,  more  disease  outbreaks  or  chemical  contamination  incidents 
for  the  public  to  demand  that  Congress  and  local  officials  take  ac- 
tion. Let's  hope  that  Washington  does  not  become  famous  for  re- 
peated notices  greeting  visitors  with  the  kind  of  notice  that  is  often 
associated  with  developing  countries:  Welcome  to  the  Nation's  cap- 
ital. Please  do  not  drink  the  water  until  further  notice. 

We  recommend  seven  actions  be  taken.  I  won't  go  into  any  detail, 
but  I  will  summarize  each  with  one  sentence.  First,  a  full  inde- 
pendent engineering  and  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  of 
both  McMillan  and  Dalecarlia  has  to  be  completed.  We  think  the 
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Corps  should  pay  for  it,  but  we  think  it  is  important  that  it  is  an 
independent  evaluation. 

Second,  we  need  a  complete  audit  by  EPA  of  all  the  past  records 
at  the  plants.  Preliminary  indications  indicate  that  there  have  been 
past  problems  with  this  plant,  and  interviews  with  current  and 
past  personnel  to  determine  whether  there  have  been  past  viola- 
tions are  necessary. 

Third,  we  need  initiation  of  a  comprehensive  microbiological 
monitoring  program  to  be  overseen  by  EPA.  And  we  mentioned,  the 
points  that  often  are  not  being  tested  that  may  serve  as  problems. 

And  fourth,  we  need  a  detailed  evaluation,  again  by  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  to  look  at  the  cross-connection  problems,  regrowth, 
and  other  distribution  system  problems  in  the  District  which  needs 
desperately  a  routine  flushing  program  to  be  carried  on,  as  most 
cities  do.  It  has  been  likened  to  brushing  your  teeth  every  morning; 
you  need  to  do  it,  and  it  often  has  not  been  done  in  D.C. 

Fifth,  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  future  needs  for  the  two 
water  treatment  plants  to  assure  long-term  water  quality  is  abso- 
lutely necessary,  especially  with  tougher  requirements  coming  up 
for  Cryptosporidium,  for  other  microbiological  contaminants,  and  for 
disinfection  by-products. 

Sixth,  EPA  should  complete  a  full  review  and  evaluation  of  all 
the  upstream  discharges  and  potential  threats  to  the  source  water 
of  the  plants.  As  we  heard,  there  was  a  previous  spill  of  oil  into 
the  watershed.  Luckily,  it  didn't  hit  our  intakes,  but  that  could 
have  changed  simply  with  a  change  of  flow  patterns.  We  are  very 
lucky  it  didn't  happen  the  last  time. 

And  finally,  in  cooperation  with  the  D.C.  Government  and  juris- 
dictions served  by  the  Corps'  treatment  plants,  and  with  public 
input,  we  believe  it  is  very  important  for  EPA  and  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  and  Prevention  to  design  and  implement  an  active 
waterbome  disease  monitoring  program.  It  should  include  surveil- 
lance of  AIDS  and  immunocompromised  populations  and  an  epide- 
miological study  of  waterbome  disease  in  these  areas  to  follow  up 
on  previous  studies  that  have  suggested  as  much  as  30  percent  of 
intestinal  illnesses  in  a  population  served  by  a  well-run  filtration 
plant  still  may  be  attributable  to  drinking  water.  This  program 
could  be  used  as  a  model  across  the  country  and  could  assist  the 
policymakers  in  making  final  decisions  on  what  to  do  about  the 
D.C.  water  supply. 

Without  these  detailed  evaluations,  we  will  be  heading  into  the 
future  without  a  road  map,  destined  to  repeat  past  problems. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Olson. 

Ms.  Crone,  you  have  heard  Washington  Council  of  Grovemments 
applauded  here  today  for  the  role  you  played  as  a  kind  of 
intermediary  in  this  crisis,  and  I  want  to  add  my  applause  to  that. 
The  water  supply  emergency  agreement,  however,  apparently  did 
not  contemplate  this  particular  kind  of  emergency.  Could  you  ex- 
plain what  it  does  contemplate,  and  what  you  think  should  occur 
in  a  water  emergency? 

Ms.  Crone.  Chairwomen  Norton,  in  1979  when  this  plan  was  put 
together,  EPA  was  not  a  signatory  to  the  plan.  This  is  an  impor- 
tant fact,  I  believe.  And  another  was 
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Ms.  Norton.  Why  was  that? 

Ms.  Crone.  The  purpose  of  the  plan,  at  that  time,  was  primarily 
to  respond  to  the  drought  conditions  we  were  experiencing  in  the 
Potomac  River.  It  was  a  supply  issue.  There  was  concern  that  the 
people  in  the  Washington-metropolitan  area  would  be  in  need  of 
water  if  the  drought  were  to  be  exacerbated  as  well  as  the  aquatic 
life  in  the  Potomac  River  would  be  in  jeopardy.  These  were  the  two 
aspects  of  that  plan  at  that  time. 

The  plan  was  developed  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  back  in  1979 
with  Federal  funding,  that  we  had  at  that  point  to  address  the  is- 
sues of  water  supply.  I  believe  a  lot  of  the  framework  in  that  plan, 
as  well  as  a  lot  of  the  framework  that  we  have  in  other  emergency 
response  plans,  is  applicable  to  a  situation  such  as  the  one  we  had. 
And  in  some  fashion  that  is  really  what  we  relied  upon  in  our  very 
quick  effort  to  respond.  Certainly  it  helped  in  terms  of  setting  up 
the  water  information  line,  bringing  in  the  health  officers,  who  do 
fortunately  meet  monthly  at  the  Council  of  Governments,  and  were 
able  to  work  together  very  well;  a  number  of  chief  administrative 
officers  and  elected  officials  in  the  area.  Through  those  kinds  of 
mechanisms  this  response  was  possible  in  this  instance. 

But  I  believe  very  strongly  that  we  certainly  need  to  do  some 
major  dusting  off  of  that  plan.  Really  revise  it  in  a  way  that  would 
respond  to  issues  of  water  quality,  and  make  it  very  clear  in  terms 
of  notification  procedures;  who  would  be  notifying  what  govern- 
ments, which  persons,  and  that  type  of  thing. 

What  was  needed  during  this  occasion  was  a  central  place  where 
the  media  could  address  their  questions  and  one  central  telephone 
number  made  available  to  everybody  in  the  Washington  area.  We 
really  needed  that  one  telephone  number  and  a  response  system 
immediately.  And  we  scrambled  very  hard  to  do  that  in  a  coordi- 
nated fashion. 

Ms.  Norton.  Ms.  Crone,  I  think  that  your  experience  shows  that 
even  if  one  doesn't  have  a  plan  directed  to  a  particular  crisis,  hav- 
ing some  kind  of  plan  puts  one  very  much  ahead  of  the  game.  And 
the  summit  idea  where,  as  I  have  understood  the  EPA  would  also 
be  invited  along  with  the  Corps,  is  one  that  I  certainly  endorse  and 
I  believe  my  colleagues  would  as  well. 

Turning  now  to  Mr.  Olson  your  testimony  leads  me  to  believe 
that  your  organization  actively  monitors  the  delivery  of  drinking 
water  to  consumers.  Does  it  do  that,  and  if  so,  how? 

Mr.  Olson.  We  do,  for  some  time  we  have  been  monitoring  EPA's 
database.  EPA  has  a  computerized  system  that  keeps  track  of  com- 
pliance of  all  public  water  systems  in  the  country.  That  is  the  data 
which  indicates  that  over  28  million  people  got  water  in  1991  and 
1992  that  was  more  contaminated  than  EPA  standards  allow. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  you  believe  that  the  problems  with  the  water 
in  the  District  and  in  Milwaukee  occurred  because  of  a  local  failure 
to  comply  with  the  regulations  or  because  the  regulations  are  not 
stringent  enough? 

Mr.  Olson.  I  think  it  was  a  combination  of  factors.  In  Milwau- 
kee, there  was  relatively  poor  upstream  pollution  control.  It  is  clear 
that  that  may  be  a  factor  here  for  the  Washington  supply  as  well; 
so  that  you  don't  have  good  controls  of  pollution  coming  into  the 
watershed. 
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Secondly,  in  Milwaukee,  and  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  there 
were  operational  problems.  The  plant  was  not  being  operated  up  to 
EPA  standards. 

And,  obviously,  there  may  have  been  some  long-standing  prob- 
lems with  just  the  design  of  both  plants.  And  I  understand  there 
may  have  been  equipment  problems,  certainly  at  Milwaukee,  and 
I  think  we  may  fmd  that  there  were  some  equipment  problems 
here  in  Washington. 

Ms.  Norton.  Was  human  error  any  part  of  what  happened  in 
Milwaukee? 

Mr.  Olson.  There  hasn't  been  a  comprehensive  evaluation  done 
that  is  public  yet.  Certainly,  the  lore  within  the  industry  is  that, 
yes,  human  error  was  a  contributing  factor  there  as  well.  But  noth- 
ing has  been  published,  no  detailed  investigation  has  been  pub- 
lished yet. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  do  you  consider  to  be  an  acceptable  period  of 
time  between  when  the  problem  with  the  water  is  detected  and  the 
public  is  notified? 

Mr.  Olson.  It  depends  on  the  contaminant.  If  you  have  got  a 
microbiological  contaminant  like  we  did  here,  if  there  was  indeed 
Cryptosporidium  in  the  water — ^thank  (Jod  apparently  there  was 
not — we  ought  to  get  out  the  notice  as  soon  as  we  know  about  the 
problem,  because  the  people  that  you  are  most  worried  about  are 
the  elderly,  infants,  people  with  AIDS,  recent  transplant  patients. 
There  are  examples  in  Milwaukee  of  people  who  simply  took  an  as- 
pirin and  swallowed  the  aspirin  with  just  enough  water  to  take  the 
aspirin  and  got  sick.  So  it  doesn't  take  a  whole  lot  of  this  water 
to  get  sick.  So  you  want  to  get  this  notice  out  as  soon  as  you  pos- 
sibly can,  before  the  contaminated  water  actually  gets  into  the  dis- 
tribution system. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well,  it  was  in  the  distribution  system. 

Mr.  Olson.  That  is  right. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  am  supposing  this  set  of  facts.  It  is  in  the  dis- 
tribution system;  we  heard  testimony  that  there  is  not  much  you 
can  do  once  you  let  that  occur.  We  have  a  situation  where,  obvi- 
ously, the  Corps  and  the  EPA  don't  want  to  unnecessarily  alarm 
people.  On  the  other  hand,  they  know  what  happened  in  Milwau- 
kee. Given  that  set  of  facts — the  possibility  of  Cryptosporidium 
being  in  the  system — what  is  the  time  frame  you  think  should  have 
been  operative? 

Mr.  Olson.  I  think  they  should  notify  the  public  as  soon  as  their 
results  come  in  and  they  are  confirmed  that  they  are  above  the 
EPA  acute  violation  levels.  The  EPA  regulations  contemplate  notice 
as  soon  as  possible,  with  a  maximum  time  frame.  But  waiting  for 
two  or  three  days,  certainly  is  not  justified.  There  ought  to  be  a 
much  faster  system  in  place,  some  kind  of  written  policy,  to  make 
sure  that  you  know  who  is  going  to  be  notified  immediately  and 
when  they  are  going  to  be  notified,  and  when  the  media  are  going 
to  be  notified,  ^d  part  of  the  problem  here  was  that  even  in  Sep- 
tember, when  we  had  a  previous  boil-water  order  issued  for  North- 
east, apparently,  the  coordination  didn't  occur.  And  apparently 
there  weren't  written  procedures  that  clarified  precisely  who  should 
be  notified  when.  That  really  needs  to  happen  and  we  think  imme- 
diately. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Byrne. 

Ms.  BYRhfE.  Just  a  brief  comment  to  Ms.  Crone  and  Mr.  Olson. 
Again,  I  think  COG  deported  itself  admirably  and  was  probably  the 
bright  spot  in  this  whole  scenario.  And,  Mr.  Olson,  you  have 
touched  upon  something  that  concerns  me  greatly.  There  are  two 
places  we  can  clean  up  water.  One  by  nature  and  one  by  chemical 
means  in  a  plant.  And  this  next  year  we  will  be  doing  the  rewrite, 
I  hope,  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  discussions  about  wetlands 
and  how  they  act  as  filters,  I  think  will  come  back  to  this  very 
hearing  and  the  discussions  that  we  have  been  having  today  and 
that  we  do  have  a  natural  way  that  cleans  the  water  supply 
through  the  watershed.  And  that  deserves  to  be  protected. 

Mr.  Olson.  I  couldn't  agree  with  you  more.  Unfortunately,  the 
two  laws,  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
seem  to  have  gone  off  on  separate  paths.  We  need  to  make  sure  we 
are  not  dumping  into  the  surface  waters  the  very  stuff  that  we  are 
going  to  have  to  remove  from  the  surface  water  downstream.  It 
simply  doesn't  make  sense. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Moran. 

Mr.  Moran.  Mr.  Olson — and  Ruth,  you  may  want  to  respond  to 
this  as  well — if  you  rated  the  water  systems  in  metropolitan  areas 
throughout  the  country  on  a  scale  of  1  to  10,  1  being  the  worst  that 
exists,  10  being  the  best,  where  would  Washington  rank? 

Mr.  Olson.  I  would  certainly  put  it  in  the  bottom  half  right  now, 
from  what  we  know.  It  is  difficult  to  say,  though,  because  for  a  lot 
of  cities  we  don't  have  the  same  kind  of  ongoing  investigation  that 
is  going  on  here  in  Washington.  We  just  have  the  spotlight  of  pub- 
lic scrutiny  going  on  right  now.  There  are  a  lot  of  other  cities  that 
have  serious  problems,  however. 

Mr.  Moran.  I  know  that  since  you  are  an  advocate  within  the 
scope  of  things  and  your  job  is  really  not  to  say  that  everything  is 
fine,  but  conversely,  you  are  to  find  fault  with  things,  I  think  your 
credibility  is  dependent  upon,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  relative  state 
of  condition  of  other  water  supplies  in  other  metropolitan  areas. 
What  would  be  a  good  one,  for  example?  Has  the  Council  found 
good  water  supplies? 

Mr.  Olson.  Absolutely,  we  cite  some.  For  example,  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  recently  installed  state-of-the-art  treatment  technology.  They 
had  local  officials  that  sort  of  looked  forward  to  the  next  10  or  20 
years  of  what  they  needed  and  replaced  outdated  equipment  with 
state-of-the-art  equipment. 

There  are  some  other  cities  that  are  actively  protecting  their  wa- 
tersheds and  have  management  programs  where  they  are  purchas- 
ing the  areas  upstream  so  that  they  will  not  be  contaminated  or 
at  least  imposing  regulations  upstream  so  that  their  water  won't  be 
contaminated.  Those  are  the  kind  of  activities,  both  protection  of 
the  watershed  itself  and  making  sure  that  you  have  state-of-the-art 
treatment  if  you  can't  fully  protect  your  watershed,  that  we  think 
are  necessary. 

Fairfax  County,  by  the  way,  also,  has  a  pretty  good  water  sys- 
tem. As  I  said  in  the  written  testimony,  they  shifted  over  to  granu- 
lar-activated carbon,  which  is  the  same  system  that  is  being  used 
in  Cincinnati. 
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Mr.  MORAN.  Is  that  the  Occoquan  Reservoir? 

Mr.  Olson.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORAN.  So  you  feel  that  we  are  not  adequately  protecting 
the  source  of  the  water  and  our  plant  is  not  up  to  standard  in 
terms  of  purifying  it  and  processing  it  in  a  modem  way?  The  plant 
is  outdated  and  we  are  not  adequately  protecting,  from  an  environ- 
mental standpoint,  the  source  of  the  water? 

Mr.  Olson.  Yes,  and  I  think  an  analogy  to  the  general  infra- 
structure problems  of  the  country  is  apt,  because  we  have  been 
hearing  a  lot  about  the  infrastructure  for  roads  and  infrastructure 
for  other  purposes,  bridges,  but  we  have  got  a  very  aging  infra- 
structure for  water  supply.  And,  you  know,  we  heard  just  this 
morning  that  some  of  these  pipes  were  built  in  the  1850's.  Some 
of  the  treatment  plants  are  over  50-years  old.  Some  of  them  are 
even  older  in  the  rust  belt.  It  is  time  we  start  investing  in  this  in- 
frastructure and  there  hasn't  been  a  lot  of  public  debate  about  it. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  Well,  this  will  certainly  get  the  debate  off  to  a  flying 
start.  If  nothing  else,  it  certainly  highlighted  the  issue.  And  I  ap- 
preciate your  calling  the  hearing  to  do  that,  Ms.  Norton.  And  we 
appreciate  the  people  who  played  a  constructive  role  and  those  who 
have  focused  on  what  needs  to  be  done  to  prevent  it  from  occurring 
in  the  future. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Moran. 

And  I  want  to  thank  these  two  witnesses  as  well.  Your  testimony 
was  just  as  vital  as  those  we  heard  before.  We  appreciate  your 
waiting  through  the  long  delay. 

If  I  could  close  the  hearing  by  making  some  summary  remarks. 

The  EPA  and  the  Corps  have,  of  course,  heard  what  they  ex- 
pected— some  criticism  of  their  action— and  they  have  brought  in 
self-criticism  to  the  table.  Nevertheless,  I  think  there  is  no  criti- 
cism of  their  having  taken  precautionary  action,  even  though 
Cryptosporidium,  in  fact,  did  not  turn  out  to  be  in  the  water  supply. 
Perhaps  Milwaukee,  a  rare  occurrence,  made  their  action  more 
likely.  In  any  case,  with  the  inconvenience  that  it  caused,  we  would 
certainly  prefer  that  it  occurred  rather  than  to  have  an  audit  done 
that  said  maybe  it  should  have  occurred  but  that  they  didn't  do  it. 
We  are  concerned  that  the  turbidity  got  into  the  distribution  sys- 
tem. We  still  do  not  know  why. 

I  asked  that  question  directly.  The  Corps  and  the  EPA  do  not 
know  why  yet.  They  have  indicated  that  there  was  human  error. 
But  they  cannot  now,  as  yet,  at  least  rule  out  other  causes  as  well. 

It  is  clear  that — if  you  will  forgive  me — there  were  some  seat-of- 
the-pants  procedures  operating  here.  Perhaps  the  Corps  and  the 
EPA  were  victims  of  their  own  success.  We  have  never  had  such 
an  alert  here  before.  And  in  this  country,  we  tend  to  operate  by  cri- 
sis rather  than  to  take  precautions,  because  precautions  involve  the 
government  and  sometimes  cost  money  and  take  planning.  We  are 
not  the  best  planning  society.  When  it  comes  to  water,  which  is 
fundamental,  taking  precautions  and  getting  a  plan  after  the  fact 
is  not  good  enough. 

We  will  look  to  the  Corps  to  design  a  plan  and  are  satisfied  that 
they  understand  they  are  supposed  to  do  that.  I  remain  concerned 
about  the  outside  audit,  because  that  audit  was  planned  before  this 
episode,  and  the  events  of  December  have  to  be  factored  in  after 
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the  fact,  I  was  not  satisfied  that  the  audit  will  take  comprehen- 
sively into  effect  the  events  of  the  turbidity  crisis.  That  is  why  I 
have  asked  the  Corps  to  submit  to  the  committee  a  copy  of  the  plan 
of  work  for  the  outside  audit. 

We  are,  I  think,  unanimous  in  believing  that  any  circumstance 
of  this  kind  involving  an  entire  region  and  a  million  people,  needs, 
for  your  benefit  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  to  have  the  over- 
sight of  a  completely  disinterested  party.  Nobody  will  believe  you 
if  it  is  you  or  the  chain  of  command.  Nobody  will  believe  you  if  it 
is  the  EPA  or  the  chain  of  command  there  because  they  were  in- 
volved and  implicated  here.  An  absolute  outside  audit  of  what  hap- 
pened here  is  necessary,  particularly  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
Corps  has  not  had  oversight  at  all  in  its  dealings. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  notion  of  funding  and  the  loss  of  the 
ability  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury,  especially  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  we  probably  would  prefer  that  now,  and  yet  there  was  a  deficit 
and  that  will  have  to  be  worked  out. 

We  know  that  the  jurisdictions  are  clear  that  the  up-front  pay- 
ment is  itself  a  burden,  and  that  if— and  we  do  not  know  this  yet^ 
there  are  capital  expenditures,  we  need  to  plan  ahead  how  that  is 
going  to  be  done  and  not  expect  that  these  jurisdictions  are  pre- 
pared to  simply  jump  to  whatever  may  be  needed  with  the  money 
in  hand.  These  jurisdictions  have  all  been  under  great  pressure 
during  the  last  several  years  just  to  bring  the  ordinary  services  to 
their  residents. 

Finally,  I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the  lack  of  account- 
ability here.  And  that  is  a  structural  problem  that  may  not  be  the 
fault  of  the  Corps,  but  the  Corps  has  not  gone  out  of  its  way  to 
make  itself  accountable  to  anybody  but  the  EPA,  and  the  EPA 
doesn't  put  up  the  money  for  the  water  that  is  delivered  in  this  im- 
mediate region. 

I  have  a  letter  here  from  the  Chief  of  Washington  Aqueduct, 
Perry  Hoftus  that  was  sent  on  October  the  27th  to  Linda  Cheetum, 
who  is  Director  of  the  Office  of  Budget  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Dear  Ms.  Cheetum,  the  Washington  Aqueduct  is  a  Federal  agency  owned  and  op- 
erated by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  As  a  Federal  agency,  our  capital  projects  are 
not  subject  to  the  Mayor's  discretion;  however,  we  are  submitting  the  capital  project 
assessment  information  requested  in  your  memorandimi  of  October  14th,  1993.  In 
accordance  with  introductions  from  the  Capital  Program  Coordinating  Office,  we 
have  used  the  information  provided  on  the  Capital  Project  Assessment  Sheet.  This 
information  is  incorrect.  We  will  submit  a  corrected  spreadsheet  in  the  near  future. 
Sincerely. 

This  letter  indicates  that  while  the  budget  is  submitted,  it  is  not 
subject  to  oversight  and  review  and  in  a  democracy,  that  is  simply 
not  appropriate.  This  committee  will  have  to  look  into  ways  to  see 
that  the  proper  oversight  occurs.  When  you  have  two  Federal  agen- 
cies, and  three,  indeed  four  local  jurisdictions  involved,  that  is  not 
something  that  is  new.  We  will  not  have  to  reinvent  the  water  sys- 
tem or  the  oversight  system  in  order  to  make  sure  that  that  hap- 
pens. 

I  want  to  finally  thank  Chairman  Doug  Applegate  and  the  com- 
mittee staff  who  on  very  short  notice,  to  say  the  very  least,  put  this 
hearing  together.  It  took  enormous  bringing  together  of  brains  and 
brawn  in  order  to  do  so.  And  yet,  it  was  very,  very  necessary. 
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The  last  thing  we  need  in  the  Capital  City  of  the  United  States 
are  conspiracy  water  theories  throughout  the  region  about  what 
may  have  caused  it  and  what  may  not  have  caused  it. 

We  do  have  some  information  that  is  solid  to  go  on  now.  We 
know  that  nobody  put  anything  in  the  water.  We  know  that  there 
was  some  human  error.  We  know  that  there  is  or  will  be  a  com- 
prehensive outside  review  of  what  happened  to  reassure  the  public. 
And  I  can  say  now  on  the  basis  of  what  I  have  heard  here,  this 
morning  and  this  afternoon,  that  there  will  be  another  hearing 
where  we  will  evaluate  the  investigations  that  are  now  ongoing.  I 
want  to  thank  all  the  witnesses,  including  those  who  were  most  on 
the  hot  seat,  the  EPA  and  the  Corps,  for  their  candid  testimony. 
And  for  coming  forward  on  such  short  notice  this  morning. 

The  hearing  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:59  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned.] 
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Chairman  Applegate  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee. 
My  name  is  Ruth  R.  Crone  and  I  am  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments. 
I  eun  pleased  to  have  the  opportxinity  to  present  comments 
to  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment 
regarding  the  December  8,  1993  drinking  water  supply 
incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  and  the 
ensuing  regional  response.  I  ami  especially  grateful  that 
Congresswomen  Norton  and  Byrne,  both  members  of  the 
Council  of  Governments,  are  present  at  today's  hearing. 

Background 

The  Metropolitan  Washington  Coiincil  of  Governments 
(COG)  is  a  voluntary,  regional  organization  comprised  of 
eighteen  member,  local  government  jurisdictions 
throughout  the  Washington  metropolitan  region.   For  more 
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than  thirty-five  years,  COG  has  provided  regional 
services  and  information  for  its  members.  Through  its 
local  governments,  COG  has  worked  to  shape  and  enhance 
the  quality  of  life  in  the  metropolitan  region.  Much  of 
that  effort  has  been  accomplished  through  COG's  regional 
forums,  which  promote  the  discussion  and  resolution  of  a 
wide  array  of  transportation,  environmental,  public 
safety,  human  services,  economic  and  informational 
issues. 

As  a  regional  organization,  COG  is  responsible  for 
inter- jurisdictional  policies,  plans  and  progreims.  In 
addition,  the  organization  analyzes  regional  needs  for 
the  Washington  metropolitan  region,  auid  develops  region- 
wide  action  plans  for  the  program  areas  previously 
mentioned. 

The  incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant 
was  of  regional  concern  and  highlighted  the  importance  of 
maintaining  a  safe  drinking  water  supply  and  supporting 
a  strong  regional  emergency  response  capability. 
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As  a  result  of  this  incident,  and  because  of  the 
regional  coordinating  role  that  COG  played  during  this 
incident,  I  believe  it  is  importeint  to  provide  testimony 
on  behalf  of  the  COG  membership  to  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Water  Resources  and  Environment.  The  information  that 
is  presented  here  today  reflects  COG's  role  and 
responsibilities  during  this  incident,  our  assessment  as 
to  the  ability  of  the  existing  local  water  supply  and 
emergency  agreements  to  address  such  incidents  now  and  in 
the  future,  and  proposed  recommendations  for  further 
action. 

COG'S  Response  to  the  Water  Emergency 

Early  in  the  course  of  the  water  emergency,  on 
December  8  at  approximately  6:00  p.m.,  COG  was  asked  by 
Robert  Mallett,  City  Administrator  for  the  District  of 
Colvimbia  and  Tdny  Gardner,  Arlington  Covin ty  Manager,  to 
establish  a  regional  command  center.  Although  COG  has 
played  a  pivotal  role  in  responding  to  numerous  emergency 
situations  by  helping  area  local  governments  and  state 
and  federal  agencies  to  develop  emergency  response 
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policies  and  plans,  this  marked  the  £irst  time  that  COG 
was  asked  to  establish  a  command  center  in  our 
facilities. 

The  purpose  of  the  COG  command  center  was  two-fold. 
First,  to  provide  a  central  information  contact  for  the 
public  and  others  seeking  accurate  and  current 
information  on  the  water  emergency  and  necessary 
precautions,  such  as  boiling  water  or  using  bottled  water 
for  drinking  or  cooking  purposes.  The  second  purpose  was 
to  provide  key  federal  and  local  officials  with  a 
location  where  information  could  be  exchanged  quickly 
amiong  all  the  relevant  officials. 

Within  approximately  two  hours  of  the  request  to 
establish  the  command  center,  COG  obtained  a  telephone 
number  (962-3217)  for  public  inquiries,  installed  twelve 
telephones  and  obtained  volunteers  from  COG  and  local 
government  and  federal  agencies  to  help  staff  the  phones. 
In  addition,  EPA  and  local  health  officials  prepared 
concise  information  for  volunteers  to  pass  along  to 
concerned  area  residents  who  called  the  water  hotline. 
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The  COG  water  information  center  hotline  was  open  24 
hours  a  day,  from  the  first  evening  of  the  emergency  on 
Wednesday  to  its  conclusion  on  Saturday  afternoon,  and 
for  two  days  following  to  ensure  that  all  area  resident 
inquires  were  answered. 

I  believe  the  results  of  this  commemd  center 
operation  were  impressive.  Approximately  50  volunteers 
from  COG  emd  federal  and  local  agencies  responded  to  more 
than  15,600  calls  from  the  public.  Although  direct  costs 
^or  telephone,  photocopying  and  other  expenses  are  not 
yet  tabulated,  we  estimate  that  vol\inteers  provided 
approximately  $22,000  in  staff  time  at  the  COG  coimnand 
center 

In  addition,  federal  and  local  health  officials  were 
on-site  at  COG  throughout  the  water  emergency.  Officials 
worked  aroiind  the  clock  to  address  the  treatment  and 
filtration  problems  and  restore  service  to  affected 
communities.  Officials  also  sought  to  provide  the  latest 
information  to  the  media  and  the  public.  By  having  all 
the  relevant  actors  together  in  one  location,  internal 
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decisions  could  be  and  were  made  quickly. 

COG'S  Ongoing  Role  in  Emergency  Response 

Since  the  1970 's,  COG  has  been  actively  involved  in 
developing  plans  and  agreements  for  all  types  of 
contingencies.  In  addition  to  a  water  emergency,  COG 
plans  address  snow,  power,  natural  gas,  transportation, 
motor  fuel,  severe  weather,  and  METRO  rail  emergencies. 
COG  has  been  instrumental  in  developing  police  mutual  aid 
and  fire  mutual  aid  agreements,  and  a  comprehensive 
Greater  Metropolitan  Area  Mutual  Aid  Operational  Plan  -- 
following  the  twin  disasters  of  Air  Florida  and  the  METRO 
derailment  of  January  12,  1982.  These  agreements  have 
the  support  and  involvement  of  all  the  jurisdictions  in 
the  region. 

COG  Committees  operate  and  test  police  and  fire 
mutual  aid  radio  systems,  the  local  emergency  broadcast 
system  and  a  teleconferencing  system  for  use  in 
emergencies.  Police  and  fire  officials  use  an  incident 
command  system  at  accident  scenes,  and  train  extensively 


107 


through  COG  on  a  variety  of  disaster  exercises  and  drills 
for  regional  and  local  emergencies. 

COG  has  a  Disaster  and  Emergency  Preparedness 
Committee,  composed  of  local  government  emergency 
management  personnel,  who  meet  bi-monthly  to  discuss  all 
facets  of  disaster  planning  from  availability  of  cellular 
phone  lines  to  donations  coming  into  a  disaster  area. 

Whether  through  plans,  procedures  or  trained 
personnel,  COG  is  leading  the  effort  to  mitigate  the 
effects  of  any  potential  disaster. 

Regional  Water  Supplv  Agreement 

In  197  9,  a  Regional  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement 
(WSEA)  for  the  Potomac  River  was  adopted  by  fifteen  local 
governments  in  the  Washington  region  as  well  as  the 
Fairfax  Water  Authority,  the  Loudoun  County  Sanitation 
Authority,  the  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary  Commission 
and  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments. 
It  was  the  result  of  a  two-year  effort  to  organize  and 
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consolidate  the  water  emergency  procedures  of  individual 
utilities.  The  Agreement  coordinates  area-wide  water 
conservation  as  well  as  curtails  water  use  during  periods 
when  water  supply  demands  are  exceeded.  It  also 
delineates  steps  necessary  for  an  immediate  and 
coordinated  response  in  the  event  of  a  water  supply 
shortage  or  outage. 

The  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement  (WSEA)  consists 
of  two  parts,  the  Potomac  Low  Flow  Allocation  Agreement 
(LFAA),  which  pertains  to  raw  water  in  the  Potomac  and 
the  Water  Supply  Emergency  Plan  (WSEP) ,  which  relates  to 
water  shortages.  Together  they  define  the  region's 
response  to  water  supply  emergencies.  Essentially,  the 
Low  Flow  Allocation  Agreement  identifies  Potomac  River 
stages  and  shortages  and  allocates  available  water  to 
suppliers  according  to  a  set  formula.  The  second  element 
is  the  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement,  which  specifies 
conservation  measures  during  water  outages  cuid  water 
shortage  stages  set  by  the  Low  Flow  Allocation  Agreement. 
In  addition,  the  Agreement  also  provides  the  framework  by 
which  information  is  released  to  local  governments. 
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businesses,  and  the  public  on  the  nature  of  the  emergency 
and  conservation  measures  to  be  taken. 

Much  has  changed  in  terms  of  the  Washington  region's 
water  supply  since  the  WSEA  was  adopted  over  fourteen 
years  ago:  1)  the  Jennings  Randolf  Reservoir  in  western 
Maryland  and  Little  Seneca  Reservoir  were  both 
constructed  to  supplement  Potomac  River  during  low  flows; 
2)  the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin 
Section  for  Cooperative  Water  Supply  Operations  was 
established  to  track  river  flow,  withdrawals  and  to 
schedule  releases  from  the  reservoirs;  3)  the  signing,  in 
1982,  of  eight  separate  but  related  agreements  designed 
to  insure  sufficient  water  usage  during  low  flow 
conditions;  and  finally,  4)  the  construction  of  two  new 
water  treatment  facilities  (Leesburg,  Virginia  and 
Frederick  County,  Maryland) . 

Although  the  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement 
originally  was  developed  to  primarily  address  drought 
conditions,  the  freimework  and  response  mechanisms 
outlined  in  the  plan  and  other  COG  emergency  response 
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plans  were  useful  in  dealing  with  the  December  8 
emergency.  Nevertheless,  regional  water  supply- 
agreements  have  been  found  to  be  outdated  euid  may  no 
longer  be  relevant  to  current  and  future  regional  and 
local  needs.  Recognizing  this  problem  COG,  over  the  last 
several  years,  has  initiated  a  review  and  assessment  of 
these  agreements  in  order  to  identify  the  changes 
necessary  to  update  and  strengthen  regional  water  supply 
agreements  and  plans.  Unfortunately,  our  efforts  and 
progress  have  been  slowed  because  of  limited  avalleJale 
funds . 

Again  this  year,  additional  but  limited  COG  regional 
funds  and  resources  have  been  allocated  toward  assessing 
as  well  as  initiating  the  activities  necessary  to  update 
the  region's  water  supply  coordination  and  response.  The 
recent  regional  incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant  as  well 
as  the  oil  spill  incident  this  past  Spring  at  the 
Sugarland  Run,  heightened  the  region's  awareness  as  to 
the  need  to  intensify  our  efforts.  Such  efforts  will 
require  a  great  deal  of  technical  and  policy  coordination 
as  well  as  numerous  meetings  with  our  regional  local 
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governments,  the  regional  water  utilities,  and  with  key 
regional,  state  and  federal  personnel. 

COG  had  originally  scheduled  to  begin  its  formation 
of  a  water  supply  agreement  and  plan  analysis  by  January 
1994.  As  a  result  of  this  most  recent  incident  our 
timeline  for  this  project  has  been  accelerated.  It  should 
be  noted  that  even  at  the  conclusion  of  these  initial 
efforts,  additional  important  work  will  remain, 
especially  in  the  development  of  a  regional  water  supply 
emergency  response  plan.  Such  an  effort  will  require  a 
significant  amount  of  additional  funding  and  resources. 

Summary  and  Recommendations 

As  a  result  of  the  Dalecarlia  and  Sugarland  Run 
incidents,  COG  is  committed,  more  than  ever,  it  its 
efforts  to  assure  that  essential  regional  water  supply 
coordination,  planning  and  notification  is  undertaken. 
As  a  region,  we  must  ensure  a  safe  and  reliable  source  of 
water  for  our  citizenry,  as  well  as  ensure  that  we  have 
in-place,  appropriate  emergency  response  and  notification 
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procedures,  should  an  incident  of  this  nature  occur 
again. 

our  region  was  fortunate  this  time.  No  lives  were 
lost  and  based  on  area  health  department  information  to 
date.  No  area  residents  became  ill  due  to  contaminated 
water.  Our  region  was  also  fortunate  in  that  we  had  a 
forum  --  COG  --  that  enabled  key  federal  and  local 
decision-makers  to  quickly  come  together  to  respond  to 
this  crisis.  Further,  we  were  able  to  mobilize  COG  and 
federal  and  local  government  staff  and  technical 
resources  to  inform  the  public  on  the  status  of  the 
problem  and  proper  precautions. 

We  have  learned  much  since  December  8,  but  more 
study  and  work  must  take  place  if  we  are  to  ensure  that 
our  region  has  a  safe  and  steady  supply  of  water  and  that 
we  have  appropriate  plans  in  place  to  address  all  likely 
contingencies . 

It  is  COG'S  intention  to  address  this  problem  as 
(juickly  as  possible.    Toward  that  goal,  COG  will  be 
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briefing  area  local  government  administrators  and 
managers  on  the  water  emergency  in  early  January.  We 
also  anticipate  a  similar  briefing  to  the  COG  Board  of 
Directors  and  relevant  policy  and  technical  committees. 
As  a  result  of  these  meetings,  we  expect  to  sponsor  a 
regional  summit  by  late  January  on  the  water  emergency. 
Follow-up  will  also  require  technical  sessions  with 
appropriate  federal  and  local  agencies  to  revise  the 
Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement  and  its  two  components 
to  improve  the  regional  response  needed  in  the  future. 

COG  looks  forward  to  working  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  U.S. 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  local  health,  emergency 
preparedness  and  water  utility  officials  to  carefully 
examine  our  respective  roles  and  responsibility  to 
protect  the  public  and  our  region's  water  supply. 

At  a  minimum,  we  anticipate  seeking  an  EPA  or  Corp- 
sponsored  assessment  of  water  treatment  facilities  to 
ensure  the  technical  integrity  of  those  facilities  and 
their  operational  policies  and  procedures.   Further,  we 
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would  urge  federal  support  and  assistance  in  developing 
a  stronger  and  more  effective  regional  water  supply 
emergency  agreement  and  response  plan. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  once  again  thank  your 
for  allowing  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of 
Governments  to  speak  on  this  issue  of  concern  to  our 
entire  region.  We  are  committed  to  the  continued 
improvement  of  all  aspects  of  our  region's  water  supply 
and  response  capability,  and  look  forward  to  working  with 
members  of  this  Subcommittee  and  -federal  smd  local 
agencies  to  ensure  our  shared  goals  are  met. 

Thank  you. 
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TK9TIM0MY  BKTORZ  THE  HOUSE  PUBLIC  WORKS  SUBCOMMITTKB 
ON  NATKR  RESOURCES  AtlD  THE  EMVIRONMEHT 

Monday,  D*cwnb*B  20,  1993 

Good  morning  Mr,  cnairitan,  Mr.  Petri,  and  Members  of  the 
Committee.  My  name  is  Thomas  M.  Davis,  m.  I  am  Chairman  of 
thfe  Fairfax  County  Board  of  Supervisors  and  am  pleased  to  be  here 
today  representing  my  fellovr  Board  members  as  well  as  the  850,000 
residents  of  Fairfax  County.   I  very  much  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  share  with  you  cur  perspectives  regarding  the 
management  of  last  week's  water  crisis.  Because  of  the  type  and 
seriousness  of  the  difficulties  involved  in  that  incident,  the 
Fairfax  County  Board  of  Supervisors  has  called  for  a  regional 
water  summit  to  establish  and  improve  procedures  for  water 
emergencies. 

The  presence  of  at  least  10  local  jurisdictions  in  two 
states  and  the  District  of  Columbia  presents  a  challenge  in 
responding  to  any  type  of  emergency.  However  the  crisis 
highlighted  several  significant  but  preventable  problems  in  the 
federal  »nd  regional  reaponaibilitiea . 

MOVXrzCATZOKS 

A  regional  contingency  plan  for  potable  water  emergencies  is 
in  place,  but  was  not  followed.   Notifications  to  mffected  local 
governments  were  not  in  accordance  with  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Water  Supply  Agreement  which  requires  the  water 
Supplier  (in  this  instance,  the  Corpa  of  Engineers)  to  notify 
local  governments,  among  ethers.   By  not  following  the  prescribed 
method  of  notifying  affected  jurisdictions,  local  jurisdiotiona 
were  placed  in  a  reactive  position  with  respect  to  the  nature  of 
the  emergency. 

The  Fairfax  County  Health  Depaitment  and  the  Fairfax  County 
Water  Authority  were  notified  of  the  EPA  "Boil  Water  Notice"  by 
phone  by  the  Virginia  Department  of  Health  Culpepper  office  at  3 
p.m.  on  Wednesday,  December  6.  The  county  was  not  allowed  to 
review  or  comment  on  the  draft  news  release  of  the  epa  "Boil 
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Nater  Notice"  and  th«  County  was  not  provided  a  copy  of  the 
notice  until  two  hour*  later — after  it  had  been  released  to  the 
media.   Only  then  did  we  discover  that  Fairfax  County  residents 
had  not  been  Included  in  the  lanauage  of  the  notice.   Trying  to. 
correct  this  problem  once  the  initial  notice  went  out  was  the 
equivalent  of  trying  to  get  the  genie  back  in  the  bottle.   This 
omission  caused  great  confusion,  fear  and  concern  among  County 
residents  and  generated  thousands  of  calls.  Had  the  County  been 
provided  with  the  opportunity  to  review  the  notice  prior  to  its 
being  issued,  we  would  have  been  able  to  specify  the  areas  of  the 
County  which  were  affected  and  could  have  eliminated  a  problem 
which  never  needed  to  exist. 

The  EPA  (rather  than  the  water  system  operator  a?  called 
for  in  the  regional  contingency  plan),  notified  the  public  via  a 
press  conference,  which  caused  confusion  on  at  least  two  fronts: 

1)  the  extent  of  the  problem  was  not  known  for  some  time,  i.e. 
which  areas  in  Fairfax  County  were  affected,  and 

2)  by  not  using  prescribed  Emergency  Management  Notification 
Procedures,  all  appropriate  officials  were  not  notified  In  a 
systematic  and  timely  manner,  thus  creating  a  degree  of  confusion 
and  loss  of  time  in  activating  communications  systems. 

Additionally,  the  timing  of  the  news  conference,  so  that  .it 
took  place  after  normal  worklno  hours,  necessitated  a  recall  of 
needed  personnel  to  staff  hotlines  and  provide  information,   fhis 
caused  delays  in  full-scale  operations.   The  method  and  timing  of 
notification  to  the  city  of  Falls  Church  water  system  and  the 
Fairfax  County  Water  Authority  should  be  examined  to  determine 
how  delays  can  be  prevented  in  the  future. 

The  federal  government  has  primary  jurisdiction  over  the 
Dalecarlla  Water  Treatment  Plant  since  it  is  situated  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.   Neither  the  Corps  of  Engineers  nor  the  EPA 
communicated  directly  with  all  the  Chief  Executives  of  the 
affected  jurisdictions  during  the  evolution  of  this  problem.   The 
Office  of  the  County  Executive  was  not  contacted  by  EPA  or  Corps 
officials  until  two  days  following  the  event.   The  City  Manager 
of  the  City  of  Falls  Church  was  never  phoned  by  the  EPA  or  the 
Corps.   The  town  of  Vienna's  entire  population  was  affected  and 
we  don't  believe  that  appropriate  authorities  ever  contacted  town 
officials  either,  i  assume  the  city  of  Falls  Church  will  be 
providing  you  details  as  to  the  way  its  officials  were  contacted. 
Both  Vienna  and  rails  Church  are  geograpnlcally  located  within 
Fairfax  county. 

Communication  from  COG  staff  during  this  incident  was 
inconsistent  and  incomplete.  The  Fairfax  County  Office  of 
Emergency  Services  and  Health  Department  were  not  contacted  in  a 


117 


timely  manndr  by  the  Council  of  Governments  as  the  incident 
unfolded.   In  fact,  the  Fairfax  County  Health  Department  was  not 
notified  by  COG  etaff  of  eeveral  of  the  regional  meetings  on  this 
iasue. 

Fairfax  County  wq9  not  invited  to  the  initial  meetings 
held  during  the  incident.  These  meetings  were  especially  crucial 
during  the  firot  24  hours. 

Prior  to  the  televised  presa  conference  (which,  by  the  way 
i3  hew  we  were  instructed  to  find  out  what  was  going  on!),  we  were 
told  that  "officials"  were  briefing  the  mayor  on  the  issue, 
ether  affected  jurisdictions  should  have  been  invited  to  those 
briefings  or  should  have  been  briefed  separately. 

HOTLZmCS 

Because  there  had  been  no  communication  from  the  federal 
agencies,  the  County  did  not  know  that  EPA  and  COG  were 
establishing  hotlines.   In  light  of  the  lack  of  mention  of 
Fairfax  County  In  the  initial  rotice,  we  set  up  a  hotline 
ourselves  to  help  with  the  thousands  of  phone  calls  from  citizens 
trying  to  determine  if  they  wer^a  affected.   I  am  prcud  to  ss.y   our 
hotline  was  up  and  running  almost  immediately  after  we  saw  the 
press  conference,  and  was  receiving  250  calls  an  hour  for  the 
first  24  hours.  An  additional  3,200  calls  were  received  by  the 
Fairfax  County  Water  Authority  as  well. 

Fairfax  County  was  never  officially  informed  of  the 
hotlines,  was  not  advised  as  to  the  official  information  being 
offered  on  the  hotline,  nor  did  we  ever  officially  receive  the 
"Water  Use  Tips"  issued  by  COG.  There  should  have  been  a 
reliable  system  for  disseminating  that  information. 

MOM-XHGX.ZaH    TIUUI9IJLTXQK$    OF   UXTXtUXt^ 

In  a  television  interview  Thursday  morning,  officials  at  the 
COG  command  center  indicated  that  they  had  worked  throughout  the 
night  to  translate  the  "Boil  Water  Notice"  into  several  languages 
and  were  distributing  it  in  the  communities.   The  County  began 
trying  to  get  copies  of  those  translations  by  8  a.m.   but  waa 
unsuccessful.    We  were  finally  told  they  did  not  exist  except 
for  a  Spanish  language  translation.   Meanwhile  we  were  losing 
precious  time  and  finally  went  ahead  and  translated  them 
ourselves.   We  were  able  to  have  the  translations  done  and  out 
into  the  community  by  1  p.m.   We  also  provided  those  translations 
to  COG.   When  we  finally  did  receive  a  copy  of  the  translation 
from  the  coo  command  center,  it  was  geared  specifically  to  the 
District  Of  Columbia,   a  more  generic  translation  would  have  been 
more  useful  for  the  jurisdictions  involved. 
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COMTLZCTXIfO  OVIDAMCB 

During  the  course  of  events,  conflicting  guidance  was  put 
out  by  three  different  agencies  on  hovf  long  water  should  be 
boiled  to  render  It  potable/  varying  from  one  minute  to  10 
minutes.   Fairfax  County  Health  Department  followed  the  Virginia 
Department  of  Health  recommendations  which  specified  boiling 
potentially  contaminated  water  for  ten  minutes.  The  D.C. 
Commissioner  of  Public  Health  announced  to  the  news  media,  that 
the  water  need  only  be  boiled  for  one  minute.  A  representative 
from  the  federal  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (Cdcj  in  Atlanta  who 
attended  the  COG  meeting  on  Saturday,  December  11,  concurred  with 
the  one  minute  recommendation  although  subsequent  calls  by  the 
Virginia  Department  of  Health  staff  to  CDC  were  unable  to  confirm 
that  recommendation.  This  was  effectively  resolved  in  time  by  the 
EPA.  However,  a  loss  of  confidence  in  officials  handling  the 
situation  was  reflected  in  the  calls  Fairfax  County  received  on 
its  hotline. 

During  any  emergency,  it  is  imperative  that  correct 
information  be  passed  along  to  local  officials  and  to  the 
coowiunity.  Communications  channels  have  been  established  for 
such  purposes,  but  were  not  followed. 

HXQIOHAI.   XfiRKKMSlITS 

The  Metropolitan  Washington  Water  Supply  Agreement  had  not 
foreseen  two  significant  circum$tancas  rhat  impacted  this  event. 
First,  it  had  never  been  envisioned  that  an  outside  agency  (£PA) 
would  com©  in  and  take  over  direction  and  control  of  the  event  by 
default  of  the  water  supplier  (Corps  of  Engineers)  and  the  local 
government  ^District  of  Columbia) .   Direction  and  control  was 
exercised  by  an  agency  <EPA)  which  was  not  a  signatory  to  the 
Plan  and  in  all  probability  had  not  ever  seen  th©  Plan. 
Secondly,  the  Flan*3  main  emphasis  is  on  managing  water  ^an^lty 
problems  and  not  water  ^pa«Ilby  problems,  thereby  not  fully 
addressing  the  responsibilities  of  coordinating  with  the  regions 
health  officials  to  ensure  an  effective  response. 

KECOtMENDATlONS 

It  is  recommended  that  a  regional  protocol  be  established 
for  early  notification  of  all  affected  jurisdictions  in  this  type 
of  situation.   It  appears  that  EPA  knew  about  the  problem  at 
least  one  day  before  the  "Boil  water  Notice"  was  Issued.  There 
should  be  an  early  warning  system  to  alert  affected  jurisdictions 
(state  and  local  governments)  of  a  potential  problem  to  allow 
them  to  prepare  for  the  situation  as  well  as  the  onslaught  of 
inquiries. 
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Health  Departments  throughout  the  metropolitan  area  should 
develop  ooncied  r©coram«ndations  on  measures  such  as  the  "Boil 
Water  Notice"  in  order  to  avoid  the  confusion  created  by  the 
conflicting  reconunendatione . 

The  region  needs  to  improve  its  capacity  to  quickly  and 
accurately  translate  public  information  into  multiple  languages 
to  meet  the  needs  of  our  non-English  speaking  residenta  and  it 
should  fce  dene  sc  that  it  is  applicable  to  all  residents  end  all 
jurisdictions. 

There  is  a  need  for  improved  methods  by  which  COG  staff 
ccmmunlcate  with  the  point3  of  contact  in  each  jurisdiction. 

This  event  highlights  the  necessity  for  continued  regional 
planning — more  events  in  the  future  are  liable  to  impact  multiple 
jurisdictions  and  agencies.  Regional  planning  must  stay  abreast 
of  the  hazards  and  their  impacts.  Consideration  must  be  given  co 
a  regional  means  for  managing  emergencies  and  disseminating 
information  which  impact  multiple  jurisdictions. 

Finally,  plans  must  be  periodically  exercised  to  ensure  that  they 
are  adequate  and  the  players  know  their  roles. 

While  I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  outlining  what  went  wrong, 
there  was  much  that  also  went  right.  Our  Health  Department 
mobilized  25  staff  persons  on  very  short  notice.  Critical  water 
users  such  as  nursing  homes,  schools,  hospitals ,  food  service 
establishments,  and  day  care  centers  were  promptly  notified.  Our 
Office  of  Emergency  Services  established  a  hotline  within  the 
first  hour  following  the  press  conference  and  we  received  a  total 
of  over  12,000  calls  to  both  the  hotline  and  the  County  Water 
Authority  line — calls  mostly  from  people  trying  to  determine  if 
they  were  affected.  Our  Office  of  Public  Affairs  immediately 
issued  clarifying  language  regarding  Fairfax  County  water  uisers 
in  affocted  areas  of  the  County  including  Tysons  Corner,  7 
CornerBf  Mclean,  Vienna  and  other  affected  areas  and  had 
Information  immediately  broadcast  on  our  oable  television 
station.   This  broadcast  information  continued  throughout  the 
water  emergency.   We  issued  maps  of  affected  areas  and  a  "Water 
Use  Tips"  brochure  in  four  languages  to  all  22  county  libraries/ 
police  district  stations,  recreation  and  community  centers,  fire 
and  rescue  stations,  governmental  centers,  senior  centers  and 
other  public  areas. 

I  am  extremely  proud  of  Fairfax  County's  response  to  this 
incident  and  feel  that  whatever  issues  surrac«d  in  terms  of 
coordination  and  communications  can  be  resolved  in  a  regional 
manner — one  which  will  benefit  all  of  the  citizens  in  the 
Washington  Metropolitan  area.  Thanlc  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
speak  to  you  today. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

COMPLETE  STATEMENT 

OF 

MAJOR  GENERAL  STANLEY  G.  GENEGA,  DIRECTOR  OF  CIVIL  WORKS 

U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  WATER  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

HEARING  ON 

THE  RECENT  WATER  SUPPLY  PROBLEM  OF  THE  WASHINGTON  AQUEDUCT 


20  DECEMBER  1993 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE.  .  . 

I  am  here  today  to  testify  on  the  role  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  the  provision  of  an  adequate  and  safe  water  supply 
and  the  recent  water  supply  problem  that  affected  residents  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  neighboring  communities  in  Maryland 
and  Virginia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  citizens  who  are  served  by  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  deserve  to  have 
an  ample  supply  of  safe  water.   They  should  be  able  to  turn  on 
the  tap  with  no  concern  at  all  about  the  quality  of  their  water. 
My  staff  and  I  are  deeply  disturbed  that  this  confidence  has  been 
shaken  by  our  recent  failure  to  meet  the  turbidity  standard  at 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant.   I  assure  the  Congress  and  the 
affected  public  that  we  in  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are 
committed  to  providing  adequate  and  safe  water  to  our  customers 
and  to  restoring  public  confidence  in  our  ability  to  do  so. 

In  my  testimony,  I  will  first  provide  a  historical 
perspective  on  the  Washington  Aqueduct,  then  explain  the  water 
treatment  process  at  the  plant,  and  finally  recount  the  events 
and  conditions  that  led  to  the  emergency.   I  will  also  describe 
major  actions  taken  by  the  Corps  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the 
problem  and  to  restore  public  confidence  in  our  operation. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  WASHINGTON  AQUEDUCT 

By  the  mid-1800s,  Congress  realized  that  a  municipal  water 
system  was  essential  for  the  growing  city  of  Washington.   In 
1853,  they  adopted  a  Corps  of  Engineers  plan  and  appropriated 
Federal  funds  to  construct  the  Washington  Aqueduct.   The  plan 
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included  construction  of  a  dam  at  Great  Falls  on  the  Potomac 
River;  intake  works  on  the  Maryland  shore;  a  brick  and  stone 
conduit  between  Great  Falls  and  Georgetown;  a  receiving  reservoir 
at  Dalecarlia  for  sedimentation;  a  downstream  reservoir  at 
Georgetown  for  further  sedimentation;  and  cast-iron  pipelines 
leading  from  the  Georgetown  Reservoir  to  various  sections  of  the 
city.   The  project  was  placed  under  the  control  and  supervision 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  where  it  has  been  ever  since.   Over 
the  years,  many  additions  and  improvements  have  been  made 
including  McMillan  Reservoir,  a  second  conduit  from  Great  Falls, 
filtering  and  chemical  treatment  facilities,  and  another  intake 
facility  at  Little  Falls.   Currently,  the  Washington  Aqueduct  has 
the  capacity  to  purify  and  distribute  a  maximum  of  250  million 
gallons  per  day  (mgd) .   I  have  attached  a  more  detailed  history 
of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  as  an  appendix  to  this  testimony. 

WATER  TREATMENT  PROCESS 

The  mission  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  is  the  collection, 
purification,  and  transmission  to  distribution  systems  of  an 
adequate  supply  of  water  for  the  following  areas:   District  of 
Columbia,  Arlington  County,  City  of  Falls  Church,  Federal 
facilities  including  the  Pentagon,  National  Airport,  the  Defense 
Mapping  Agency,  and  Fort  Myer.   Water  distribution  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  local  governments,  except  for  the  Federal 
facilities  in  Virginia  and  Maryland. 

The  Washington  Aqueduct  system  consists  of  facilities 
required  to  collect  water  from  the  Potomac  River,  convey  it  to 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  treat  and  pump  it  into  the  distribution 
system.   These  facilities  include  dams,  conduits,  reservoirs, 
filtration  plants,  pumping  stations  and  transmission  mains.   The 
Potomac  River  is  the  source  of  water  for  all  the  District  of 
Columbia's  water  distribution  system. 

Intake 

Water  supply  intakes  are  located  at  Great  Falls,  Maryland, 
about  10  miles  northwest  of  the  District  of  Columbia  boundary, 
and  at  Little  Falls,  Maryland,  approximately  one  and  one-half 
miles  upstream  from  Chain  Bridge. 

At  Great  Falls  the  river  has  a  drainage  area  of  11,460 
square  miles.   The  average  discharge  is  7.1  billion  gallons  per 
day.   The  Great  Falls  intake  capacity  to  the  Washington  Aqueduct 
is  approximately  200  mgd. 

The  1,500-foot  diversion  dam,  intake  works  and  pumping 
station  at  Little  Falls  on  the  Potomac  River  are  remotely 
operated  and  provide  an  additional  independent  raw  water  supply 
with  a  575  mgd  capacity. 

At  the  point  where  the  water  enters  the  Dalecarlia 
Reservoir,  water  samples  are  taken  every  four  hours  to  measure 
turbidity.   Turbidity  readings  are  a  measurement  of  the 
cloudiness  of  water  and  indicate  the  amount  of  suspended  matter 
present. 
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Pipelines 

Two  pipelines  (known  as  the  Old  Conduit  and  the  New  Conduit) 
transport  river  water  by  gravity  to  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir  from 
the  Great  Falls  intake.   The  Old  Conduit,  a  part  of  the  original 
system  completed  in  1863,  travels  the  nine  miles  between  Great 
Falls  and  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir,  with  an  additional  two  miles 
of  pipe  linking  the  Dalecarlia  and  the  Georgetown  Reservoirs. 
The  maximum  capacity  is  100  mgd.   The  New  Conduit,  completed  in 
1926,  parallels  the  old  pipeline  between  Great  Falls  and 
Dalecarlia.   The  maximum  capacity  is  100  mgd. 

Water  from  the  Little  Falls  pumping  station  is  pumped 
through  a  10  foot  diameter  tunnel  and  rising  shaft  into  the  main 
Dalecarlia  Reservoir. 

Reservoirs 

The  Dalecarlia  Reservoir  is  an  earth-embankment,   settling 
and  storage  reservoir.   It  is  46  acres  in  area,  with  a  normal 
working  capacity  of  41  million  gallons.   This  reservoir  provides 
up  to  one  and  a  half  days  of  natural  pre-sedimentation  prior  to 
treatment . 

A  remote-controlled  booster  station  maintains  the  reservoir 
water  levels  to  ensure  adequate  flow  in  the  system.   The  booster 
station  has  three  main  pumps,  each  with  a  108  mgd  capacity,  and  a 
single  pump  of  50  mgd  capacity,  all  electrically  driven.   Water 
from  Little  Falls  Pumping  Station  is  pumped  directly  into  the 
main  Dalecarlia  Reservoir. 

The  Georgetown  Reservoir  is  an  earth-embankment  storage 
reservoir.  It  is  42  acres  in  area,  with  a  storage  capacity  of  55 
million  gallons.  The  reservoir  is  used  as  a  settling  basin  for 
the  water  destined  for  the  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plant. 

The  Washington  City  Water  Tunnel  is  four  miles  long 
connecting  the  Georgetown  Reservoir  to  the  McMillan  Reservoir. 
The  maximum  capacity  is  150  mgd. 

The  McMillan  Reservoir  is  an  earth-embanked  area  of  38  acres 
with  a  usable  capacity  of  120  (180  maximum  capacity)  million 
gallons. 

Treatment  Facilities 

The  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  is  a  rapid-sand  filter 
plant  with  a  nominal  capacity  to  164  mgd  (maximum  capacity  250 
mgd) .   This  plant  receives  raw  water  from  the  Dalecarlia 
Reservoir.   A  flow  diagram  of  the  treatment  plant  is  attached  to 
this  testimony  to  illustrate  how  it  functions. 

Aluminum  sulphate,  or  alum,  is  fed  continuously  to  the  raw 
water  to  facilitate  coagulation  and  sedimentation,  i.e.,  removal 
of  suspended  particles.   The  mixing  of  alum  with  raw  water 
results  in  flocculation  which  takes  place  in  chambers  known  as 
sedimentation  basins.   "Floe"  particles  collect  the  suspended 
matter  from  the  raw  water  as  the  water  passes  slowly  through  the 
sedimentation  basins  where  the  heavier  suspended  matter  can 
settle  to  the  bottom.   Removal  of  the  "floe,"  together  with  the 
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entrapped  particles  and  bacteria,  occurs  in  the  sedimentation 
basins. 

There  are  four  concrete  sedimentation  basins.   The  retention 
period  in  the  sedimentation  basin  is  four  to  six  hours.   These 
basins  generally  are  flushed  out  three  or  four  times  per  year. 

Before  the  water  moves  from  the  sedimentation  basins  to  the 
filtration  area,  turbidity  readings  are  taken  once  again.   Also 
at  this  point,  chlorine  for  disinfection  is  applied. 

From  the  sedimentation  basins,  the  settled  water  flows  by 
gravity  to  36  rapid  sand  filter  beds.   The  filters  nominally  can 
handle  four  or  six  million  gallons  per  filter  per  day,  at  a  rate 
of  two  gallons  per  minute  per  square  foot.   Gravel,  sand  and 
crushed  anthracite  coal  are  used  as  filter  media.   The  filters 
are  cleaned  by  backwashing  with  filtered  water.  Rotary  surface 
sweeps  are  used  during  the  backwash  operation. 

Upon  leaving  the  filtration  area,  water  quality 
measurements,  including  measurement  of  turbidity,  are  taken  to 
ensure  the  water  meets  EPA  standards  for  filtered  water. 
Following  filtration,  more  chlorine  is  added,  if  necessary,  to 
obtain  the  desired  amount  of  chlorine  in  the  finished  water. 
Powdered,  activated  carbon  may  be  applied  to  remove  objectionable 
tastes  and  odors,  and  sulphur  dioxide  may  be  added  to  remove 
excess  chlorine.  Quick-lime  is  added  to  adjust  the  pH  and  to 
control  corrosion  in  the  distribution  system.   Fluoride  is  added 
to  promote  dental  health. 

Finally,  the  filtered  and  treated  water  is  collected  in 
covered  concrete  clear  water  basins  with  total  reserve  storage  of 
45  million  gallons.   Water  samples  and  readings  are  taken  again 
prior  to  customer  distribution. 

The  main  brick  and  concrete  filtration  plant  building  houses 
chemical  storage  bins,  chemical  feed  equipment,  and  a  complete 
waterworks  laboratory. 

The  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plant  capacity  has  a  nominal 
capacity  of  120  mgd  with  a  maximum  capacity  of  180  mgd.   The 
plant  includes  a  chemical  building  containing  a  central  control 
room,  chemical  unloading,  handling  and  storage  areas,  chemistry 
lab  and  records  storage  and  maintenance  rooms.   The  filter 
building  contains  12  rapid  sand  filters.   A  significant  feature 
of  the  McMillan  Plant  is  the  computerized  central  process  control 
system. 

The  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plant  was  closed  for  yearly 
routine  inspection  and  maintenance  at  the  time  of  the  problem  at 
Dalecarlia.   The  plant  had  been  scheduled  for  a  shut-down 
beginning  November  10,  1993,  for  construction  and  maintenance. 
That  work  has  now  been  completed,  and  the  plant  is  expected  to  be 
back  on  line  the  week  of  December  20. 

Funding 

Although  the  Federal  Government  owns,  operates  and  maintains 
the  Washington  Aqueduct,  the  funding  mechanism  for  the  facility 
is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.   Funds  for  operating  and  maintaining  the  facility  are 
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derived  solely  from  the  sale  of  the  water  to  the  municipalities 
serviced.   These  water  revenues  are  deposited  into  the  District 
of  Columbia  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund.   The  Washington 
Aqueduct  provides  over  $6  million  per  year  directly  to  the  Water 
and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  from  the  sale  of  water  to  Arlington 
County,  Virginia,  and  to  the  City  of  Falls  Church,  Virginia. 
Since  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  budget  requests  for 
reimbursing  the  Federal  Government's  operation  and  maintenance 
expenses  are  submitted  to  the  Congress  along  with  the  District  of 
Columbia  Budget  as  a  part  of  that  budget.   Funding  requests  are 
prepared  by  the  Baltimore  District,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
submitted  through  the  District  of  Columbia  Budget  Office  to  the 
Congress.   The  requests  have  typically  been  approved  by  the 
Congress  as  submitted. 

Capital  Improvements 

Although  the  Washington  Aqueduct  System  can  meet  current-day 
water  quality  standards,  planned  capital  improvements  will 
enhance  reliability  and  quality  of  water.   Planned  improvements 
include  computer  upgrade  and  maintenance  facilities  at  McMillan 
Water  Treatment  Plant  and  computer  controls,  filter  renovation, 
and  chemical  system  renovation  at  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment 
Plant.   Reservoir  dredging  and  a  study  of  alternative  treatment 
methods  is  underway.   Capital  improvements  are  funded  by  "pay 
upfront"  charges  to  customer  communities. 

Water  Quality  Testing 

To  comply  with  EPA  requirements  and  to  assure  that  we  are 
providing  safe  water  to  the  public,  the  Washington  Aqueduct  does 
over  300,000  lab  analyses  yearly  from  sample  points  in  the 
distribution  systems,  treatment  plant  finished  water,  treatment 
plant  process  control  and  the  Potomac  River.   This  includes  about 
33,000  bacteriological  and  chemical  sample  analyses  from  the 
distribution  system,  /15,000  sample  analyses  from  finished  water 
and  IS-JDOO  sample  analyses  from  the  treatment  plant  process 
control  and  raw  water. 

The  Aqueduct  tests  for  approximately  23  different  metals, 
including  arsenic  and  mercury;  140  organic  compounds,  including 
pesticides,  asbestos,  cyanide,  and  dioxin;  and  24  inorganic 
parameters. 

The  distribution  system  and  treatment  plant  finished  water 
samples  are  analyzed  in  the  Dalecarlia  EPA-certif ied  laboratory 
which  also  checks  the  analyses  performed  during  the  treatment 
plant  process  control. 

WATER  QUALITY  VIOLATION  —  HOW  IT  HAPPENED 

Colonel  J.  Richard  Capka,  Baltimore  District  Engineer,  has 
begun  his  investigation  into  the  events  surrounding  this  month's 
water  quality  violation.   Based  on  preliminary  findings,  he  has 
concluded  that  human  error  was  a  factor. 
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The  investigation,  thus  far,  has  revealed  that  there  was  not 
a  proper  and  timely  response  to  the  rising  turbidity  levels  in 
the  raw  water  being  drawn  from  the  Potomac  River.  This  lack  of 
response  directly  resulted  in  filtered  water  turbidity  levels 
exceeding  EPA  established  standards. 

At  or  about  5  p.m.  on  December  6,  a  marked  change  in  the  raw 
water  turbidity  levels  occurred.   The  amount  of  aluminum  sulfate, 
or  alum,  that  was  being  added  to  the  raw  water  should  have  been 
increased  to  compensate  for  the  rising  raw  water  turbidity 
levels.   Alum  adjustments  were  not  made  until  more  than  two  hours 
later.   This  allowed  water  with  excessive  levels  of  turbidity 
(suspended  matter)  to  enter  the  filtration  stage  of  the  process. 
The  capacity  of  the  operating  filters  was  exceeded.   Despite 
efforts  to  mitigate  the  problem  by  decreasing  and  diverting  flow 
to  other  filters,  and  adding  a  filtration  assisting  chemical  to 
the  system,  by  1  a.m.  on  December  7,  the  filtered  water  turbidity 
levels  exceeded  the  EPA  standard  of  5.0  Turbidity  Units  (TUs) ,  at 
6.5  TUs.   The  levels  at  2  a.m.  and  3  a.m.  were  9.0  and  6.5  TUs 
respectively.   All  subsequent  levels  were  below  the  5.0  TUs 
threshold. 

The  EPA  Turbidity  Units  standard  is  comprised  of  two  parts. 
First,  no  reading  may  exceed  5.0  TUs.   Second,  not  more  than  five 
percent  of  the  total  hourly  readings  in  any  one  month  may  exceed 
0.5  TU.   High  turbidity  measurements  indicate  that  the  treatment 
process  was  not  working  properly  and  that  contaminants,  such  as 
the  protozoan  parasites  Cryptosporidium  and  giardia,  may  have 
passed  into  the  distribution  system. 

By  7  a.m.,  Tuesday,  December  7,  Washington  Aqueduct  senior 
managers  were  reviewing  the  data  that  had  been  collected  during 
the  period  in  question  to  ensure  that  the  data  and  facts  were 
accurate.   They  concluded  that  a  violation  had,  in  fact, 
occurred.   They  notified  EPA  Region  III  at  about  2:00  p.m. 

The  turbidity  levels  were  continuously  monitored  and  system 
adjustments  were  made  so  that  by  4  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  December  8, 
the  filtered  water  turbidity  levels  were  below  0.5  TU. 

At  approximately  5  p.m.,  Wednesday,  December  8,  EPA 
announced  a  boil  water  advisory  for  all  customers  of  the 
Washington  Aqueduct. 

CORRECTIVE  ACTIONS  BEING  TAKEN 

Prior  and  subsequent  operations  verify  that  the  plant  is 
capable  of  providing  quality  water  that  meets  all  EPA  standards. 
It  had  been  providing  quality  water  prior  to  the  incident  and  is 
now. 

Once  management  realized  the  circumstances,  we  notified  EPA 
and  per  EPA's  direction,  we  conducted  two  successive  days  of 
tests  for  the  presence  of  Cryptosporidium  and  giardia.   Those 
tests  returned  "all  clear"  results.   A  subsequent  third  sample 
received  on  December  13,  1993,  was  also  completely  clear  of  the 
two  protozoa. 

We  had  accomplished  all  quality  control  assurance  tests 
required  by  the  EPA  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  boil  water 
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advisory  could  be  lifted.   That  advisory  was  lifted  by  the  EPA  on 
December  11,  1993. 

He  have  made  immediate  adjustments  in  the  plant  operations 
to  prevent  recurrence  of  the  turbidity  problem.   The  crew  members 
who  were  on  the  shift  when  the  rising  raw  water  turbidity  levels 
occurred  have  been  relieved  of  their  filtration  unit  duties  until 
completion  of  the  final  investigation.   Additional  supervisory 
surveillance  of  shift  operations  and  quality  control  data 
analysis  have  been  provided. 

Additionally,  we  have  undertaken  the  following  longer  range 
measures  to  ensure  that  we  have  a  complete  independent  evaluation 
of  the  entire  plant  operations: 

o  Peer  Review.   We  have  asked  the  operator  of  another  major 
water  treatment  facility  to  provide  us  with  an  assessment  of  the 
operations. 

o  Independent  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation.   We  will 
contract  with  a  consultant  who  is  a  recognized  expert  in  the 
water  field  to  perform  this  evaluation.   The  scope  of  work  for 
this  study  has  been  coordinated  with  EPA  and  covers  all  plant 
operations  from  management  through  the  efficiency  of  water 
treatment  processes.   The  results  of  this  study  will  also  form 
the  basis  for  adjustments  to  our  long  range  capital  improvements 
program  to  maintain  an  up-to-date  operating  plant  capable  of 
producing  an  adequate  and  safe  water  supply  to  all  of  our 
customers . 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  I  would  like  to  stress  that  we  at 
the  Corps  empathize  with  the  public  during  this  situation.   Many 
of  our  team  members  are  customers  of  this  system  and  our 
Headquarters  building  is  within  the  affected  area.   All  of  our 
customers  must  have  confidence  in  the  Corps'  ability  to  provide 
safe  water.   We  are  committed  to  thoroughly  investigating  the 
recent  incident,  to  determining  what  went  wrong  and  why,  and  to 
taking  the  necessary  steps  to  assure  the  public  that  this  type  of 
incident  will  not  reoccur. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement.   I  would  be  happy 
to  answer  any  questions. 
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APPENDIX 
HISTORY  OF  THE  WASHINGTON  AQUEDUCT 

In  the  early  19th  century,  clear  streams,  natural  springs 
and  shallow  wells  made  up  the  water  supply  system  in  the  sparsely 
populated  city  of  Washington.   About  1850,  with  a  substantial 
increase  in  population  and  demand  for  an  ample  water  supply 
system.  Congress  realized  that  a  municipal  water  system  was 
essential. 

In  response  to  Congress  in  1852,  Lieutenant  Montgomery  C. 
Meigs  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  recommended  a  plan  to 
use  the  Potomac  River  as  a  source  of  water  supply.   In  1853 
Congress  adopted  Meigs'  plan  and  appropriated  Federal  funds  to 
construct  the  Washington  Aqueduct. 

Meigs'  plan  included  construction  of  a  dam  at  Great  Falls; 
intake  works  on  the  Maryland  shore;  a  brick  and  stone  conduit 
between  Great  Falls  and  Georgetown;  a  receiving  reservoir  at 
Dalecarlia  for  sedimentation;  a  downstream  reservoir  at 
Georgetown  for  further  sedimentation;  and  cast-iron  pipelines 
leading  from  the  Georgetown  Reservoir  to  various  sections  of  the 
city. 

The  entire  project  took  ten  years  to  construct  and  was 
placed  under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  where  it  has  been  ever  since.   Meigs  was  the  first 
engineer  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct. 

One  of  the  most  important  features  of  Meigs'  plan,  one  he 
hoped  would  provide  ample  sedimentation  to  clarify  the  muddy 
Potomac  River  water,  was  the  construction  of  the  receiving 
reservoir,  known  today  as  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir,  in  the  line 
of  the  conduit  between  Great  Falls  and  the  city. 

The  water  remained  in  the  reservoir  for  several  days  before 
it  was  sent  out  to  the  city.   But  until  filtration  was  adopted, 
it  was  difficult  to  eliminate  the  fine,  unsettled  material 
carried  in  suspension  which  gave  the  city  water  a  yellowish  color 
for  over  40  years. 

In  1882,  Congress  appropriated  money  to  build  a  third 
reservoir  near  Howard  University,  with  the  hope  that  the  extra 
sedimentation  would  improve  the  quality  of  the  water.   This  third 
reservoir  was  placed  in  full  service  in  1903  as  the  McMillan 
Reservoir.  It  had  a  capacity  of  100  million  gallons. 

In  1901  Congress  approved  an  important  advance  in  the  water 
supply  system  for  Washington  by  authorizing  a  75-million  gallon- 
a-day  slow  sand  filtration  plant  at  McMillan  Reservoir.   It  was 
placed  in  service  in  1905  and  provided  the  city  with  clear  water 
for  the  first  time. 

During  the  1920s  the  Corps  expanded  the  facilities  by 
building  a  second  conduit  from  Great  Falls  to  Dalecarlia,  a 
filtration  plant  at  Dalecarlia  and  various  transmission  mains  and 
storage  reservoirs.   The  additions  doubled  the  city's  capacity  to 
bring  water  into  the  system. 
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Nvunerous  acts  of  Congress  dating  from  1917  to  1947  provided 
the  authority  to  supply  water  to  adjacent  Maryland  areas  and  to 
Arlington  County  and  Falls  Church,  Virginia.   The  District  of 
Columbia  Home  Rule  Bill  (Public  Law  93-198)  enacted  on  December 
iA ,    1973,  addresses  the  operation  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  and 
specifically  states  that  it  is  to  remain  under  the  -control  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  1928,  a  rapid  sand  filtration  plant  was  completed  at 
Dalecarlia.   Other  major  filtering  and  chemical  treatment 
facilities  have  been  added  since  that  time.   In  1959,  a  second 
dam  was  built  at  Little  Falls  along  with  intake  works  and  a 
pumping  station.   During  the  1960s,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
managed  the  construction  of  expanded  filtration,  chemical  and 
administration  buildings  at  Dalecarlia  and  construction  of  a  new 
chemical  building  for  the  McMillan  plant. 

In  1972,  the  Washington  Aqueduct  supplied  the  metropolitan 
area  with  74.3  billion  gallons  of  water  with  an  average  daily 
consumption  of  203  million  gallons.   Since  that  time,  with  more 
improvements  and  modernization  of  equipment  and  filtration 
systems,  the  maximum  plant  capacity  has  reached  250  million 
gallons  per  day  (mgd) .   Purified  water  is  pumped  from  the 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  to  storage  reservoirs  within  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  to  Arlington  and  Falls  Church,  Virginia. 
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Testimony  delivered  by  James  B.  Hunter,  m 
Chairman,  Arlington  County  Board 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources 
and  Environment  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation,  U.S.  House  of  Rq)resentatives 
Monday,  December  20,  1993 

Chairman  Applegate,  Congresswoman  Norton,  Congresswoman  Byrne,  Congressman 
Gilchrest,  other  distinguished  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  and  Congressman  Moran:  as 
you  are  well  aware,  the  afternoon  of  December  8  is  one  that  Arlington  County  residents  and 
businesses  will  not  forget  for  a  long  time  to  come.   The  announcemoit  that  the  water  from 
the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir  might  be  unsafe  —  and  the  requisite  "boil  water"  notice  which 
lasted  through  December  11  —  was  a  sobering  new  page  in  our  r^onal  history.   Our 
resident's  faith  in  what  most  took  as  a  "given"  —  the  safety  of  their  drinking  water  —  was 
called  into  question  for  the  first  time. 

Our  concerns,  of  course,  were  valid.  The  generalized  health  risk  for  all  of  us, 
especially  those  with  compromised  immunity,  was  serious  indeed.   We  have  learned  some 
important  lessons  firom  this  incident,  both  in  terms  of  our  ability  to  coalesce  resources  in  the 
region  and  in  terms  of  the  complexity  of  intergovernmental  decision-making.   Ultimately, 
and  fortunately,  there  was  no  cause  for  alarm  this  time;  however,  the  governments  affected 
by  this  recent  emergency,  plus  all  other  governments  in  the  region,  can  learn  from  this 
incident  and  work  together  on  new  models  of  shared  response  to  emergencies  which  may 
occur  in  the  future.   I  especially  want  to  salute  the  staff  of  the  Council  of  Governments  for 
its  excelloit  work  throughout  the  days  and  nights  of  the  emergency.   Additionally,  credit 
must  be  given  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  which  has  q)propriately  taken  fiill  responsibility  for 
the  problem  and  is  taking  action  to  avoid  repetitions. 

Most  important  to  Arlington  County  in  the  aftermath  of  this  incident,  howeva,  is 
ensuring  that  water  quality  standards  are  met  and  that  the  public  health  is  protected  in  the 
future.  We  believe  that  it  is  imperative  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  authority  to  borrow 
directly  to  finance  its  needed  capital  improvements  at  Dalecarlia  is  restored  by  the  Congress 
immediately.  We  understand  that  the  Corps  has  almost  $100  million  in  capital  improvements 
that  are  either  currently  required,  or  may  be  needed  in  the  next  S  years  to  meet  possible 
changes  in  national  environmental  standards  set  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

The  Corps,  which  provides  services  much  like  any  other  utility  company,  does  not 
have  the  ability  to  borrow  to  finance  its  needed  capital  improvements  like  almost  all  other 
utilities.   For  example,  if  PEPCO  or  Virginia  Power,  or  any  other  public  or  privately  owned 
facility  needs  to  finance  cs^tal  improvements,  they  can  issue  bonds  or  borrow  from  other 
sources  and  amortize  the  capital  costs  over  a  project's  life  in  serving  their  customers.  The 
Corps'  inability  to  borrow  to  finance  needed  capital  improvements  is  analogous  to  building  a 
toll  road  and  expecting  drivers  to  pay  all  of  the  project  costs  in  the  first  year  rather  than 
amortizing  the  cost  over  the  useful  life  of  the  tcad.   As  you  are  probably  aware,  the  Corps' 
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inability  to  finance  coital  needs  dates  back  to  1985  when  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriately  gained  the  authority  to  issue  bonds  directly  to  the  public  capital  markets  (rather 
than  through  the  U.S.  Treasury).   At  that  time,  the  Corps  lost  its  historic  ability  to  borrow 
from  the  Treasury  for  the  Corps-owned-and-operated  Dalecarlia  plant. 

When  it  became  clear  that  legislation  was  needed  to  correct  the  problem,  we  turned  to 
our  Congressman,  Jim  Moran.    Congressman  Moran  will  be  working  on  a  legislative  remedy 
in  the  coming  session  of  the  Congress  which  we  believe  will  not  cost  the  taxpayer  anything. 
Arlington  County  proposes  that  rqiayment  of  the  costs  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  by  the  Corps 
(including  all  interest  charges)  would  be  amortized  over  a  20-year  period  and  borne  by 
customers  of  the  Dalecarlia  plant.   We  hope  that  such  legislation  will  receive  favorable 
consideration. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I^statejd'that  the  Corps  did  not  hav>  a  capital  financing  plan;  it 
does,  but  it  envisions  charging  local  government  customers  for  the  needed  $1(X)  million  in 
capital  costs  for  the  next  5  years  rather  tluur  amortizing  the  cost  over  the  useful  life  of  the 
plant.   Local  governments  do  not  have  unlimited  ability  to  either  pay  up  front  or  to  borrow 
to  support  the  Corps'  capital  improvements. 

We  hope  that  the  recoit  emergoicy  has  made  everyone  —  not  just  those  of  us  who 
boiled  water  for  four  days  —  realize  the  importance  of  a  well-functioning  Dalecarlia 
operation  to  the  entire  region. 

The  ultimate  solution  is  to  restore  capital  financing  authority  to  the  Corps.   Clearly, 
without  reasonable  utility  capital  financing  tools  available  to  the  Corps,  the  entire  region  runs 
a  greater  risk  of  water  processing  problems  occurring  in  the  future  at  Dalecarlia,  with 
potential  public  health  crisis  which  could  have  immediate  impact  on  us  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  testimony.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
2^)pear  before  you  this  morning,  and  th^mk  you  for  including  this  important  public  health 
matter  on  your  agenda. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

STANLEY  L.  LASKOWSKI 

ACTING  REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR 

REGION  III.  U.S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  WATER  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT 

OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Washington,  D.  C. 
December  20,  1993 


Good  Morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I  am  Stanley 
L.  Laskowski,  Acting  Regional  Administrator  of  the  Mid-Atlantic  Region  of  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  Philadelphia.  With  me  today  is  James  R. 
Elder,  Director  of  EPA's  Office  of  Ground  Water  and  Drinking  Water  (OGWDW)  in  our 
Washington,  D.C.  Headquarters  office.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
EPA's  decision  to  issue  the  Boil  Water  Notice  for  the  District  of  Columbia  and  portions 
of  the  surrounding  area. 

First  I  would  like  to  provide  some  useful  background  information 

Since  June  1 993,  EPA's  surface  water  treatment  rule  has  required  almost  all 
public  water  systems  that  use  rivers  and  lakes  as  a  source  of  drinking  water  to  filter 
their  water  supply.  The  purpose  of  filtering  is  to  remove  microorganisms  that  can 
cause  stomach  cramps,  diarrhea  and  more  serious  illnesses.  Filtering  also  removes 
organic  particles  like  leaf  litter  that  can  interfere  with  the  disinfection  process  and 
contribute  to  the  formation  of  harmful  disinfection  products. 
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EPA  requires  very  targe  water  systems  to  monitor  the  turbidity  of  their  drinl(ing 
water  at  the  drinking  water  plant  every  4  hours.  Turbidity  is  the  cloudiness  caused 
by  particles  in  the  water,  and  is  used  as  an  indicator  of  effective  filtration.  Water 
systems  are  also  required  to  test  for  total  coliform,  which  is  an  indicator  of  the 
existence  of  microorganisms.  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  performs  hourly 
measurements  for  turbidity  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  plant.  EPA  also  requires 
that  210  samples  of  tap  water  throughout  the  system  be  tested  for  total  coliform  to 
ensure  there  has  been  no  regrowth  of  organisms  since  the  water  left  the  treatment 
plant  and  to  provide  a  final  check  of  the  drinking  water's  safety. 

The  decision  to  issue  the  Boil  Water  Notice  was  made  to  protect  public  health 
from  a  possible  outbreak  of  waterborne  disease,  especially  cryptosporidiosis,  an  illness 
which  affected  over  400,000  people  in  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin  this  past  May,  and 
giardiasis,  which  has  been  associated  with  other  water  supplies.  Cryptosporidiosis 
is  caused  by  the  protozoa  Cryptosporidium,  which  is  surrounded  by  a  hard  shell 
making  it  resistant  to  the  chlorine  used  in  drinking  water  treatment  to  kill  other 
microorganisms.  We  feared  the  presence  of  Cryptosporidium  and  other  disease- 
causing  organisms  in  the  finished,  or  treated  water  after  learning  from  officials  at  the 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  plant  that  an  unusually  high  level  of  turbidity  had  been 
detected  in  the  water  supply  after  filtration  early  Tuesday  morning,  December  7, 
1993.  Turbidity  itself  poses  no  threat  to  humans,  but  high  turbidity  levels  after 
treatment  serves  as  an  indicator  that  disease-causing  organisms  might  have  also 
passed  through  the  filters  during  treatment  and  entered  the  water  system. 
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Over  the  past  few  months,  EPA  has  paid  increased  attention  to  the  Corps' 
treatment  plants  and  the  systems  that  distribute  water  from  these  plants,  in 
September,  more  than  5  percent  of  the  water  samples  taken  from  the  District  of 
Columbia  distribution  system  and  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant  tested  positive  for  total 
coliform  bacteria.  Additionally,  in  one  location,  fecal  coliform  was  found  in  the 
distribution  system.  In  response,  EPA  issued  emergency  orders  to  the  Corps  and  to 
the  District  government.  This  included  a  Boil  Water  Notice  that  required  notification 
of  residences  in  a  limited  area  surrounding  Woodson  Junior  High  School  in  NE 
Washington.  The  Corps  was  required  to  closely  monitor  treatment  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  was  to  initiate  a  flushing  program  for  the  distribution  system. 

Events  that  led  EPA  to  issue  the  Dec.  8  Boil  Water  Notice 

On  Tuesday  afternoon,  December  7th,  at  approximately  2:00  p.m.,  the  Corps 
notified  EPA  Region  III  that  there  was  high  turbidity  at  the  plant  and  that  they  were 
increasing  the  microbiological  monitoring  of  the  water  leaving  the  filters.  In  several 
phone  calls  with  Corps  officials  throughout  the  afternoon,  we  learned  that  water 
leaving  the  plant  exceeded  EPA's  standard  for  turbidity  and  that  the  plant  was 
experiencing  high  turbidity  at  all  their  operating  filters.  We  did  not  know  at  that  time, 
however,  the  duration  of  the  high  turbidity  or  the  similarities  to  the  problems 
experienced  last  spring  in  Milwaukee.  We  also  understood  from  the  Corps  that  they 
were  increasing  the  treatment  in  response  to  the  high  turbidity  levels.  At  5:00  p.m.. 
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EPA  Regional  staff  reached  Headquarters  staff  and  advised  them  of  the  potential 
problem  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant. 

On  Wednesday  morning,  December  8th,  at  8:30,  Regional  staff  contacted  the 
plant's  Director  for  a  better  understanding  of  the  turbidity  situation.  During  this 
discussion.  Regional  staff  were  told  of  the  duration  of  high  turbidity  and  the  peak 
levels  of  turbidity  that  were  reached  at  the  plant  on  early  Tuesday  morning. 
Subsequent  review  of  plant  data  revealed  that,  although  no  violation  had  occured  prior 
to  the  turbidity  levels  exceeding  the  maximum  threshold  criteria  early  December  7, 
levels  were  slightly  elevated  above  normal  on  December  5  and  6.  The  plant's  staff 
indicated  they  were  continuing  their  measures  to  reduce  the  turbidity  to  acceptable 
levels.  We  requested  information  about  the  reasons  for  the  high  turbidity  levels  at  the 
plant  and  asked  for  data  describing  the  situation.  We  also  offered  the  services  of 
Agency  experts  to  review  the  data  and  to  determine  the  implications  of  the  high 
turbidity  levels. 

At  9:00  a.m.  Regional  staff  discussed  this  matter  with  Mr.  Kim  Fox,  a  research 
environmental  engineer  from  EPA's  Office  of  Research  and  Development  in  Cincinnati. 
Mr.  Fox,  a  national  expert  on  Cryptosporidium,  expressed  concern  over  the  high  levels 
of  turbidity  that  were  reported  and  the  similarities  to  the  Milwaukee  experience. 

At  9:30  a.m.  Region  III  staff  called  the  Director  of  our  Central  Regional  Lab  in 
Annapolis,  MD,  to  request  sampling  support  for  the  Corps  to  increase  monitoring 
throughout  the  District.  At  10:00  a.m.  Regional  staff  held  a  conference  call  with  Mr. 
Fox  to  review  the  facts  and  agreed  at  this  time  that  a  Boil  Water  Notice  would  be 
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prudent.  At  11 :00  a.m.  Region  III  staff  and  Mr.  Fox  participated  in  another  call  to 
inform  EPA  Headquarters  staff.  The  group  decided  that  a  significant  risk  to  public 
health  existed  and  agreed  that  a  Boil  Water  Notice  was  warranted.  Region  III  staff 
began  drafting  the  notice  while  the  appropriate  management  officials  were  briefed. 
At  1 1 :30  a.m.  the  Acting  Deputy  Regional  Administrator,  William  Wisniewski,  gave 
his  approval  for  this  action. 

Throughout  the  time  of  the  above  events  I  was  in  Washington  D.C.  on  other 
matters.  At  1:00  p.m.  I  contacted  the  regional  office  and  was  briefed  on  the 
impending  notice.  I  personally  contacted  Jim  Elder  at  EPA  Headquarters,  and  Kim  Fox 
for  more  information  and  then  called  the  regional  office  back  at  2:00  p.m.  to  OK 
issuance  of  the  notice.  Since  I  was  to  meet  with  the  District  of  Columbia  City 
Administrator  Robert  Mallet  and  other  District  of  Columbia  water  officials  on  unrelated 
issues  at  2:30, 1  decided  to  brief  the  them  at  that  time.  Throughout  the  afternoon  a 
host  of  regional  employees  and  managers  set  out  to  refine  the  notice  and  make  calls 
to  officials,  including  state  secretaries  for  the  environmental  and  health  agencies. 
State  and  county  water  officials  and  congressional  officials.  At  this  time 
arrangements  for  a  press  conference  were  made  and  EPA  discussed  coordination  of 
the  Notice  release  with  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  Corps. 

By  4:30  p.m.  we  began  faxing  the  draft  Boil  Water  Notice  to  previously 
contacted  officials,  with  the  final  Notice  and  corresponding  press  release  completed 
and  faxed  thereafter.  Shortly  after  5:00  p.m.  I  announced  the  Notice  at  a  televised 
press  conference. 
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Throughout  the  evening  staff  from  EPA,  the  Corps,  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
Fairfax  County  assisted  at  an  information  center  established  by  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Council  of  Governments  (MWCOG)  to  help  respond  to  public  questions 
and  concerns.   Over  15,  000  calls  were  received  at  the  center. 

On  Thursday  morning,  I  was  joined  in  Washington  by  staff  from  the  EPA's 
Region  III  Water  Management  Division  and  Public  Affairs  Office,  who  assisted  with  the 
information  hot  line,  and  kept  the  press  and  all  officials  apprised  of  the  most  current 
information. 

On  Friday  afternoon  and  on  Saturday  morning  we  received  test  results  from  the 
Corp's  contract  laboratory  concluding  that  the  water  samples  that  were  collected  on 
two  consecutive  days  were  free  of  Giardia  and  Cryptosporidium.  This  information 
fulfilled  one  of  the  three  criteria  for  lifting  the  notice.  The  two  other  criteria  were:  no 
reported  increase  in  the  rate  of  waterborne  diseases  in  hospitals/nursing  homes,  and 
that  the  Dalecarlia  plant  was  being  operated  within  EPA  standards.  After  we  were 
satisfied  that  these  criteria  were  met,  we  lifted  the  Boil  Water  Notice  at  1 :1 5  p.m.  on 
Saturday,  December  11,  1993. 

Actions  to  Prevent  Future  Incidents 

We  have  already  begun  a  number  of  efforts  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  a  repeat 

of  this  incident  in  the  metropolitan  region: 

•  We  are  conducting  weekly  visits  to  the  plant  to  review  operations  for  the 
next  several  weeks. 
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*  We  began  an  independent  investigation  to  determine  what  factors  led  to  this 
incident. 

*  We  have  advised  the  Corps  concerning  a  scope  of  worl<  for  a  Comprehensive 
Performance  Evaluation  to  review  staffing,  training  and  overall  operation  of  the 
plant. 

*  We  are  reviewing,  with  the  Corps,  their  procedures  for  notifying  EPA  (and 
EPA's  internal  coordination)  in  the  event  of  further  problems  at  the  plant  to 
assure  that  they  are  as  efficient  as  possible. 

*  We  are  also  considering  what  additional  monitoring  may  be  needed  to 
improve  the  decision-making  process  during  emergencies. 

In  addition  to  our  intensive  work  with  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  Corps 
to  resolve  the  immediate  problem  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant,  EPA  is  working  with 
Congress  to  make  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  more  effective  at  preventing 
similar  problems. 

The  Administration  submitted  a  detailed  report  on  the  status  of  the  national 
drinking  water  program  to  Congress  in  September.  Accompanying  that  report  was  a 
ten-point  legislative  agenda  to  reform  the  SDWA.  The  Administration  wants  to  enact 
a  multi-billion  dollar  Drinking  Water  Revolving  Loan  Fund  to  help  water  systems 
upgrade  their  drinking  water  plants  to  comply  with  SDWA.  We  want  a  stronger 
program  for  training  and  certifying  the  operators  of  drinking  water  treatment  plants. 
We  also  believe  the  Act  should  do  more  to  encourage  pollution  prevention.  We  need 
cleaner  sources  of  water  coming  into  our  drinking  water  treatment  plants.  We  look 
forward  to  continued  close  work  with  the  Congress  to  better  ensure  thie  safety  of  the 
nation's  drinking  water. 


139 


-8- 

I  want  to  compliment  the  WMCOG,  the  District  of  Columbia  and  surrounding 
counties'  officials,  and  my  colleagues  at  EPA  and  the  Corps,  for  an  extraordinary  job 
of  teamwork  during  this  crisis.  It  was  a  great  pleasure  to  work  with  these  fine  public 
servants.     Thank  you. 

I  will  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  L.  MALLETT 

CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  AND  DEPUTY  MAYOR  FOR  OPERATIONS 

GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  WATER  RESOURCES  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MONDAY,  December  20,  1993 
9:30  a.m. 


Chairman  >^legate,  Congresswoman  Norton  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  discuss  safe  water  supplies  for  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  areas  of  the 
Metropolitan  Region  served  by  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  Mayor  Kelly  has  asked  me  to  convey 
her  appreciation  for  the  leadership  you  are  providing  on  this  matter. 

Attending  this  hearing  with  me  this  morning  from  the  District  are  Dr.  Mohammad  N.  Akhter, 
Commissioner  of  Public  Health;  Ed  Scott,  Administrator  of  the  Water  Sewer  Utility 
Administration  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works;  and  Stqjhen  E.  Rickman,  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Emergency  PrqKuedness. 

Since  at  least  the  early  1850's,  when  Lieutenant  Montgomery  C.  Meigs  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  studied  the  problems  of  Washington's  water  supply  at  the  request  of  Congress,  the 
provisions  of  potable  water  for  the  District  of  Columbia  have  been  the  responsibility  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Home  Rule  Act  of  1973  saw  no  change  to  the  historic  relationship 
formally  enacted  in  March  1859  when  the  Chief  of  Engineers  was  given  superintendency  over 
the  Washington  Aqueduct  and,  in  feet,  the  Congress  made  explicit  that  the  local  government 
would  not  have  any  additional  authority  over... the  Washington  Aqueduct,"  the  official  name  of 
the  Corps'  treatment  facilities  between  the  Potomac  River  inlet  and  the  treatment  plants.  This 
relationship  with  the  Corps  has  served  us  well. 
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After  the  Corps  of  Engineers  treats  Potomac  River  water,  it  is  distributed  in  the  District  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  through  mains  and  pipes  owned  and  maintained  by  the  District. 
Billing  and  collection  are  done  by  DPW. 

Appropriations  for  the  (^ration  of  the  Corps'  water  treatment  are  contained  in  the  District's 
annual  appropriations  bills  before  the  Congress.  None  of  us  can  recall  any  recent  times  when 
the  Corps'  funding  requests  were  the  subject  of  any  controversy  or  second  guessing. 

Two  weeks  ago,  we  experienced  an  emergency  which  called  into  question  the  availability  of  a 
fundamental  resource  necessary  for  human  life- water.  As  such,  it  was  a  crisis  that  affected 
nearly  each  and  every  individual  in  the  region  and  was  a  sobering  reminder  of  our  frailty  and 
dq)endence  upon  one  another  and  upon  technology. 

There  was  a  significant  time  lapse  between  the  detection  of  the  problem  by  the  U.  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  notification  to  the  U.S.  Environment  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and 
subsequently  to  the  affected  jurisdictions.  I  was  notified  by  EPA  on  Wednesday,  December  8 
at  2:13  p.m. 

Once  notified,  the  affected  local  governments,  officials  of  Region  EQ  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  worked  quickly  to  create  a  forum  and  process 
to  inform  the  public  of  the  water  emergency. 

These  issues  need  to  be  addressed  by  all  involved  parties  so  that  the  public  can  be  assured  that 
all  appropriate  staps  are  being  taken  to  insure  a  safe  water  supply  for  area  residents. 
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The  Chronoloyv  and  Actioiis  Taken  bv  the  District 

The  chronology  of  the  water  emergency  is  as  follows: 

o  At  2:30  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  December  8,  1993,  a  meeting  with  the  Acting 
Regional  Administrator  of  EPA,  Region  ni,  in  my  office,  originally 
scheduled  to  focus  on  another  issue,  was  devoted  to  EPA's  announced 
intention  to  issue  a  Boil  Water  Notice  for  the  areas  of  the  region  served  by 
the  Washington  Aqueduct.  The  notice  was  to  be  issued  later  that  afternoon. 
It  was  being  issued  because  of  high  levels  of  turbidity  detected  in  the  water 
at  the  Dalecarlia  Treatment  Plant  operated  by  the  Corps.  In  addition  to 
most  areas  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  affected  areas  were  to  include 
parts  of  Fairfax  County  and  Arlington  County,  Virginia.  The  next  day,  a 
section  of  Suitland,  Maryland,  encompassing  about  100  homes,  was  added 
to  the  area  affected  by  the  alert. 

0  District  officials   in  concert   with  the  suburban   neighbors   immediately 
implemented  an  emergency  response  procedure  as  follows: 

*  refined  the  impending  Boil  Water  announcement  that  later  finalized  by 
EPA; 

*  the  District's  Office  of  Emergency  Prqnredness  Executive  Command 
and  Communications  Center  made  preliminary  notifications  to  area 
supermarkets,  the  D.C.  Public  Schools,  Dqxartments  of  Recreation, 
Human  Services  and  Corrections,  hotel  and  restaurant  associations,  and 
the  D.C.  Public  Health  Commissioner,  who,  under  established 
procedures,  alerted  the  area  hospitals; 
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*  Arrangements  were  made  by  EPA  and  District  officials  to  hold  a  press 
conference  to  inform  the  public  of  the  water  emergency; 

*  the  District's  PubUc  Health  Commissioner  notified  area  hospitals  of  the 
impending  Notice;  contacted  health  officials  in  the  City  of  Milwaukee 
and  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  regarding  the  treatment  of  disease 
induced  by  Cryptosporidium  and  supplied  information  to  area  hospitals; 
developed  and  implemented  a  protocol  for  notification  the  Commission 
of  Public  Health  by  each  hospital  of  any  iUnesses  which  might  be  related 
to  water  contamination;  and  scheduled  a  meeting  of  the  regional  public 
health  officials  for  Thursday  afternoon; 

*  District  officials  made  provisions  to  translate  the  Boil  Water  Notice 
into  Spanish,  Korean,  Chinese  and  Vietnamese.  Arrangements  were 
made  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Communications  through  private 
organizations.  Deaf  Pride,  Washington  Ear,  and  Columbia  Lighthouse 
for  the  Blind,  to  have  the  Notice  made  available  for  hearing  and 
visually  impaired; 

*  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Council  of  Governments  (COG)  was 
contacted  and  readily  agreed  to  serve  as  a  regional  command  center  for 
the  emergency.  By  10  p.m.,  with  the  assistance  of  C&P  Telephone 
Company,  an  information  hotline  was  fully  functional; 

*  the  Superintendent  of  D.C.  Public  Schools  used  electronic  mail  to  notify 
all  schools  of  the  water  Notice  and  request  that  building  engineers  shut- 
off  water.  According  to  the  D.C.  Public  Schools,  an  existing  water 
services  contract  was  activated  to  deliver  supplies  by  9:30  a.m.  on 
Thursday  morning,  December  9,  and  all  165  schools  were  supplied  with 
water; 
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*  the  D.C.  National  Guard,  in  conjunction  with  the  Capitol  Heights  Fire 
Dq)aitment,  supplied  fresh  water  to  the  3,500  residents  of  the  D.C.  Jail, 
correctional  treatment  facility,  halfway  houses  the  Receiving  Home,  and 
D.C.  Village;  the  D.C.  National  Guard  also  developed  arrangements  with 
other  area  Guard  units  to  supply  additional  water  in  the  event  that  it 
became  necessary  during  this  emergency; 

*  the  D.C.  Office  on  Aging  provided  bottled  water  to  the  homebound 
through  the  Meals  on  Wheels  Program,  and  to  the  city's  senior  centers; 

*  the  District  Government  coordinated  water  supplies  for  the  homeless 
from  a  private  donation  dispensed  from  two  tractor  trailer  trucks,  parked 
at  16th  Si  Constitution  Avenue,  N.W.,  and  loaded  with  bottled  water 

*  the  D.C.  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  issued  precautions  to  staff 
at  recreation  centers  to  prevent  young  people  coming  to  the  centers 
from  drinking  the  water.   Beverages  were  delivered  to  the  centers,  and 
114  water  fountains  were  subsequently  turned  off  or  disconnected;  and 

*  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  as  the  water  distributor,  implemented 
a  flushing  program  for  the  dead  ends  of  the  system. 

Vast  Kmeryencv  ResDonse 

In  addition  to  the  above-referenced  measures  undertaken  during  the  emergency,  District  agencies 
have  taken  the  following  additional  actions  to  review  water  emergency  prq)arations: 

o  after-action  debriefings  of  all  District  agency  participants  in  the  water 
emergency  have  been  held  at  the  Office  of  Emergency  Prqaredness  and  the 
prq)aration  of  an  after-action  report  is  underway; 
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o  agencies  have  been  solicited  for  recommendations  on  how  the  management 
of  the  incident  could  have  been  improved  and  what  changes  in  existing  plans 
and  procedures  might  be  needed; 

o  we  have  requested  that  the  Council  of  Governments  review  and  update  the 
"Metropolitan  Washington  Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement, "  signed  by 
area  governments  in  1979,  and  all  other  regional  plans  and  agreements 
which  may  be  relevant,  to  include  specific  notification  procedures  for  water 
contamination  emergencies  and  standard  operating  procedures  for  regional 
conmiand  centers  and  emergency  public  information; 

o  we  are  expanding  Annex  K  "Water  Supply  Failure"  of  the  District's 
Emergency  Operations  Plan,  which  primarily  addresses  the  issue  of  water 
shortage,  to  delineate  and  clarify  notification  and  public  information  roles 
and  responsibilities  for  the  EPA,  Corps  and  city  agencies  in  an  emergency 
involving  contamination; 

o  we  have  developed  a  Preliminary  Notification  List  for  advance  alert  of  an 
impending  Federal  order,  or  other  action  affecting  the  District's  water 
supply,  to  assure  that  schools  and  public  agencies,  hotels,  restaurants  and 
other  public  accommodations  receive  the  most  timely  warning; 


Federal  Monitoring  and  Notifications  Procedures 

We  also  are  concerned  about  the  design  of  the  program  for  ongoing  monitoring  of  the  water  at 
the  Dalecarlia  Treatment  Plant  and  have  suggested  that  any  protocol  for  monitoring  link  specific 
water  test  readings  to  the  collection  of  clinical  public  health  data. 

Specifically,  we  are  concerned  about  the  emerging  threat  of  certain  bacteria  contaminants  in  our 
Nation's  water  supply.    The  potential  for  contamination  requires  us  to  scrutinize  our  water 
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purification  and  filtration  procedures  to  ensure  that  they  are  capable  of  addressing  these  emerging 
threats  to  our  water  supply. 

Further,  we  want  to  be  i^rised  of  EPA' s  long-term  oversight  plan  for  Dalecarlia,  including  its 
determination  of  what  upgrades  might  be  required  to  ensure  water  safety. 

The  District  supports  all  investigative  actions  that  are  now  underway.  We  want  to  know 
precisely  what  caused' this  calamity,  when  it  began,  was  there  an  inordinate  delay  in  notifying 
the  affected  jurisdictions,  and  what  measures  are  now  in  place  to  ensure  that  this  does  not  happen 
again. 


The  city  also  seeks  greater  clarity  on  the  emergency  notification  procedures  and  policies  used  by 
the  EPA  and  Corps  for  conveying  information  to  alert  public  officials  and  the  general  public. 
This  is  an  area  of  concern  to  us  because  the  lack  of  coordination  and  preplanning  can  lead  to 
delays  in  notification,  with  a  resultant  risk  to  public  health  and  safety.  Further  delay, 
unevenness  and  intermittent  release  of  information  can  undermine  the  most  rehearsed  emergency 
response  plan  and  needlessly  panic  the  public.  Guidelines  for  notification  and  emergency  public 
information  should  be  developed  and  widely  disseminated,  as  there  is  a  critical  need  to  control 
the  flow  of  emergency  information  to  avert  rumor  and  public  panic  during  an  emergency. 

According  to  the  regional  water  supply  emergency  plan  developed  in  1978,  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  as  the  water 
supplier,  supply,  to  notify  other  water  suppliers  and  distributors  and  local  governments  in  the 
affected  jurisdictions. 

Madame  Chair  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  in  spite  of  these  problems,  we  worked  as  a 
team  and  served  the  public  well.  However,  it  is  imperative  that  the  EPA,  Corps,  and  local 
jurisdictions  have  updated  concrete  plans  and  strategies  in  place  to  respond  to  any  future  water 
emergencies. 
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Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.    I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  that  you 
might  have  at  this  time. 
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I  am  Erik  D.  Olson,  a  Senior  Attorney  here  in  Washington,  D.C  for  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC),  a  national  private,  non-profit  public  interest 
organization  dedicated  to  the  protection  of  public  health  and  the  environment,  with  over 
170,000  members  nationwide.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
Subcommittee  this  morning. 

Across  the  Washington,  D.C.  metropolitan  area,  the  Capital  of  the  most  advanced 
industrialized  nation  in  the  world,  nearly  a  million  people  recently  spent  several  days 
boiling  or  buying  bottled  drinking  water.  Our  confidence  in  the  safefy  of  our  tap  water- 
which  most  of  us  have  taken  for  granted-has  been  shaken.  And  well  it  should  be. 

Although  some  officials  may  hope  that  the  public's  memory  is  short,  and  that  we 
will  forget  about  the  recent  events  quickly,  allowing  a  return  to  business  as  usual,  we 
cannot  let  that  happen.  At  least  for  a  whfle,  EPA  should  take  over  water  testing  at  the 
water  plant.  In  addition,  as  discussed  in  more  detail  below,  EPA  should  oversee  a 
detailed  audit  of  the  water  system's  equipment  and  operations,  and  of  upstream  pollution 
threats  to  our  water  supply.  Ultimately,  it  is  clear  that  the  water  treatment  system  in 
Washington  must  be  upgraded,  and  that  action  must  be  taken  to  better  protect  the 
Potomac  from  pollution. 

Efforts  to  portray  the  recent  events  as  the  result  of  a  rare  failure  of  a  few  low- 
level  Corps  of  Engineers  employees  is  scape-goating  at  best,  and  extremely  misleading. 
Last  week's  events  offer  only  a  small  glimpse  of  a  much  larger  problem  with  drinking 
water  not  only  in  Washington,  but  across  the  nation.  They  begin  to  lay  bare  some  of  the 
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deeper,  more  fundamental  problems  with  Washington's  and  the  country's  increasing^ 
threatened,  outdated,  and  crumbling  system  for  provision  of  drinking  water. 

For  example,  NRDC  recently  released  a  report  entitled  Think  Before  You  E>rink 
(attached  to  our  testimony),  based  on  EPA  data,  which  documented  that  in  1991-1992, 
over  28  million  Americans  drank  water  more  contaminated  than  EPA  health  standards 
allow.  In  addition,  over  100  million  people  drank  water  from  systems  that  violated  EPA 
water  safety  monitoring,  reporting,  and  treatment  technique  rules,  often  likely  masking 
waterbome  health  threats.  Over  90  percent  of  the  monitoring  and  reporting  violations 
were  deemed  "major"  by  EPA-such  as  an  outright  faOure  to  test  water  to  assure  its 
safety  for  the  entire  compliance  period.  The  D.C  water  system  is  an  illustration.  For 
example: 

o         In  September,  and  during  much  of  the  Summer  and  Fall,  total  coliform  bacteria 
(an  indication  of  possible  fecal  matter  contamination)  have  been  found  in  tap 
water  at  many  locations  across  Washington.  This  led  EPA  in  September  to  issue 
an  emergency  order  which  found  an  imminent  health  threat,  and  which  required 
many  residents  in  Northeast  Washington  to  boil  their  water, 
o         Total  coliform  bacteria  also  are  frequently  found  where  they  should  not  be-in  the 
holding  tanks  and  basins  immediately  downstream  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
filtration  and  disinfection  plant-for  reasons  that  remain  a  mystery.  It  is  possible 
that  the  plant's  outdated  design,  which  takes  the  backwash  with  gunk  accumulated 
on  its  filters,  and,  without  adequate  treatment,  pumps  it  back  into  the  water 
reservoir  for  reuse,  contnbutes  to  the  problem. 
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Several  weeks  ago,  due  to  bacterial  contamination  found  in  the  drinking  water  at 
the  Corps'  treatment  plant,  notices  were  posted  at  the  treatment  plant  informing 
workers  there  that  the  water  could  not  be  consumed.  Yet  apparently  the  general 
public  was  not  notified  that  its  water  was  threatened,  supposedly  because  the  plant 
uses  different  water  than  the  rest  of  the  city. 

Monitoring  data  for  D.C.,  recently  obtained  by  NRDC,  indicate  that  during  many 
months  over  the  past  few  years,  the  water  supply  has  contained  turbidity-the 
cloudiness  that  caused  the  recent  uproar-at  levels  averaging  well  above  the  EPA 
standard  of  0.5  units.  This  occurred  without  public  notice  or  fanfare. 
Just  before  the  boil  water  notice  was  issued  earlier  this  month,  D.C.  issued  a  little- 
noticed  announcement  that  25  percent  of  the  taps  tested  in  the  city  contained  lead 
at  levels  above  the  EPA  "action  level,"  due  to  lead  leaching  from  pipes. 
Monitoring  data  also  indicate  that  Washington's  water  supply  often  contains  high 
levels  of  trihalomethanes.  These  organic  chemicals  are  created  when  water  is 
chlorinated,  have  been  found  in  at  least  nine  human  epidemiological  studies  to  be 
associated  with  cancer,  and  recently  were  found  by  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  and 
other  doctors  to  have  possible  links  to  certain  birth  defects.  During  the  summer, 
these  levels  often  exceed  EPA's  100  part  per  billion  standard,  but  apparently 
technically  do  not  violate  the  outdated  current  rules  because  they  can  be  averaged 
with  lower  levels  during  other  times  of  the  year.  To  reduce  the  levels  of  these 
chemicals  would  require  important  improvements  in  watershed  protection  and 
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probably  the  installation  of  granular  activated  carbon  or  other  modem  treatment- 
as  Fairfex  County  has  recently  done. 

Qearly,  stronger  local  efforts  to  modernize  water  treatment  in  D.C.  are  needed. 
In  addition,  nationally,  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  must  be  beefed  up  to  toughen 
health  standards,  improve  EPA  enforcement,  and  fund  water  supply  improvements.  The 
Clinton  Administration's  proposals  on  this  score,  while  still  needing  some  improvement, 
would  take  several  positive  steps  in  this  direction.  Water  industry  and  local  ofBcials' 
efforts  to  enfeeble  drinking  water  protections  because  they  are  said  to  cost  too  much- 
such  as  the  Slattery-BUley  bill  (H.R.  3392),  which  would  gut  drinking  water  standards  and 
reduce  requirements  for  notice  to  the  public  and  media  of  violations-must  be  rejected. 

We  also  must  better  protect  our  source  waters,  like  the  Potomac  River,  from 
pollution  in  the  first  place  by  adopting  strong  watershed  protections,  such  as  those 
proposed  by  Rep.  Oberstar  (D-MN)  in  H,R.  2543,  and  improving  industrial  and  sewage 
treatment  controls  in  the  Qean  Water  Act  For  example,  if  the  watershed  in  Mihvaukee 
had  been  better  protected  from  cattie  and  human  waste,  and  had  installed  and  properly 
operated  state-of-the-art  water  treatment,  400,000  people  there  would  not  have  fallen  ill 
from  water  contamination.  We  also  understand  that  Congresswoman  Eleanor  Hobnes 
Norton  intends  to  introduce  the  Urban  Watershed  Restoration  Act  in  early  1994,  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Qean  Water  Act  This  very  positive  legislation  gives  community 
groups  and  local  governments  additional  resources  to  restore  and  revegetate  stream 
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channels,  reduce  runoff,  and  take  other  action  to  protect  long-neglected  urban 
watersheds  like  the  Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers. 

Many  of  the  nation's  water  systems,  like  D.C.  and  Milwaukee,  are  walking  on  a 
razor's  edge.  The  traditional  "multiple  barriers"  to  drinking  water  contamination- 
protection  of  watersheds  or  source  waters  from  pollution,  and  water  treatment  using 
coagulation  and  sedimentation  of  solid  matter,  filtration  of  microorganisms  if  watershed 
protection  is  inadequate,  and  finally  chemical  disinfection-are  often  lacking,  or  are 
threatened  by  under-investment  and  weak  or  non-existent  source  water  pollution  controls. 

We  should  not  have  to  face  more  water  scares,  disease  outbreaks,  or  chemical 
contamination  incidents  before  the  public  demands  action  by  Congress  and  local  officials. 
Let  us  hope  that  Washington  does  not  become  famous  for  repeated  notices  greeting 
visitors  with  the  kind  of  notice  often  associated  with  developing  countries:  "Welcome  to 
the  Nation's  Capital.  Please  Do  Not  Drink  the  Water  Until  Further  Notice." 
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THE  NEED  FOR  DETAH^ED  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  ACTIONS  TO  PROTECT 
THE  WASHINGTON  METROPOLITAN  AREA'S  DRINKING  WATER  SUPPLY 

In  order  to  assure  that  the  local  water  supply  is  protected  and  to  get  to  the 

bottom  of  the  past  and  current  problems  with  our  drinking  water,  Congress  should 

demand  the  following  actions: 

1.  A  full,  independent  engineering  and  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  of 
the  McMillan  and  Dalecarlia  water  treatment  plants,  to  be  paid  for  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  but  conducted  by  a  qualified  independent  contractor,  overseen  by  USEPA. 
This  investigation  should  determine  past  and  ciurent  performance  of  the  plants,  and 
should  evaluate  in  particular  the  practice  of  recycling  filter  backwash,  and  why  it  appears 
that  total  coliform  and  other  contaminants  are  being  found  in  the  finished  water.  It  also 
should  evaluate  whether  it  is  true  that  the  water  at  the  treatment  plant  is  somehow 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  water  served  to  the  public,  as  has  been  stated  by  the 
Corps.  On  October  5,  1993,  in  an  emergency  order,  EPA  ordered  the  Corps  to  have  a 
qualified  independent  contractor  perform  a  comprehensive  performance  evaluation 
within  45  days  of  the  order. 

2.  A  complete  audit  by  EPA  of  all  past  records  for  the  plants,  and  interviews  of 
ctirrent  and  past  plant  personnel,  to  determine  whether  there  have  been  past  violations 
of  any  maximum  contaminant  levels,  treatment  techniques,  monitoring,  reporting,  public 
notice,  or  other  regulatory  requirements  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  or  under 
other  public  health  and  environmental  laws,  and  whether  there  have  been  previous 
problems  with  treatment. 
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3.  Initiation  of  additional  comprehensive  microbiological  monitoring  overseen  by 
EPA  of  the  plants  and  distribution  system,  including  but  not  limited  to  their  raw  water, 
filter  influent,  filter  media,  backwash  water  and  solids,  individual  filter  effluents 
immediately  after  backwash,  combined  filter  effluent,  first  clearwell  effluent,  and  water  at 
representative  points  in  the  distribution  system.  This  should  include  more  routine  and 
repeat  evaluations  at  appropriate  locations  both  pre-  and  post  filtration,  for  turbidity, 
coliform,  Cryptosporidium,  giardia.  legionella.  viruses,  and  other  appropriate 
microorganisms. 

4.  A  detailed  evaluation  by  an  independent  contractor,  overseen  by  EPA,  of 
possible  cross  connection,  regrowth,  and  other  distribution  system  problems,  including  the 
development  and  implementation  of  a  routine  flushing  program  for  D.C's  distribution 
system. 

5.  A  comprehensive  engineering  evaluation  of  the  future  needs  of  the  two  water 
treatment  plants  to  assure  long-term  water  quality,  and  compliance  with  likely 
increasingly  stringent  EPA  rules  for  surface  water  treatment  and  disinfection  by-products. 
This  should  include  pilot  studies  for  granular  activated  carbon,  ozone,  and  other 
treatment  technologies  that  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  future  microbiology, 
disinfection  by-products,  and  other  chemical  contaminant  rules,  and  to  fully  protect  public 
health. 

6.  EPA  should  complete  a  full  review  and  evaluation  of  upstream  discharges, 
runoff  problems,  and  other  potential  threats  to  the  source  water  used  by  the  plants  (the 
Potomac  watershed).  A  report  should  be  required  on  such  threats,  and  a  watershed 
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protection  plan  should  be  developed.  This  plan  needs  to  include  mandatory  enforceable 
runoff  controls,  in  the  form  of  site-level  water  quality  plans  for  all  land  uses  that  poUute 
the  Potomac  River  and  Dalecarlia  Reservoir.  The  Oberstar  Proposal-H.R.  2543-would 
require  these  necessary  controls. 

7.  In  cooperation  with  the  D.C  government  and  other  jurisdictions  served  water 
by  the  Corps'  treatment  plants,  and  with  public  input,  EPA  and  the  Centers  for  Disease 
Control  and  Prevention  should  design  and  implement  an  active  waterbome  disease 
monitoring  program  in  these  areas  to  determine  whether  waterbome  disease  is  occurring. 
This  should  include  active  surveillance  of  the  AIDS  and  other  immunocompromised 
populations.  An  epidemiological  study  of  waterbome  disease  in  these  areas  should  be 
completed,  to  follow-up  on  the  Payment  study  which  found  that  as  much  as  30  percent  of 
intestinal  illnesses  in  a  population  served  by  a  well-ran  filtration  plant  still  may  be 
attributed  to  water.  This  program  could  serve  as  a  model  for  use  across  the  nation  and 
would  assist  policymakers  in  deciding  what  further  action  is  needed  to  protect  the  water 
supply  in  D.C  and  in  many  other  communities  across  the  country. 

Without  these  detailed  evaluations,  we  will  be  heading  into  the  future  without  a 
road  map,  destined  to  repeat  our  problems  of  the  past 
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ADDITIONS    TO    THE     RECORD  Brim M. OCoimor. M«yor 

^^^■^^a^  Phillip  I.  Thomas,  Vice  Mayor 

Dile  W.  Dover 

M.  C.  "Memi"  Fitzgerald 

E.  D.  "David"  Minton 

Robot  R-Peny 

City  of  Falls  Church  ^'^'"y  '-"^ 

r.  ..,  ■■   »    .^  Eltab*ttiSli«wtn,  City  Clerk 

Hany  E.  Wells  Building  703-241-5014 

300  Park  Avenue  p.,,  703-241-51M 
Falls  Church.  Virginia  22046-3301 

December  20,  1993 


The  Honorid>le  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton 
1415  Longvorth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

ATTN:   Alma  Henderson 

Re:  Water  Quality  Hearing 

Dear  Mrs.  Norton: 

My  office  was  contacted  by  your  able  staff  on  Friday,  and 
advised  a  hearing  was  scheduled  for  9:30  a.m.  today,  before  the 
Water  Resources  and  Environment  Subcommittee.  I  notified  your 
staff  I  was  willing  to  appear  and  very  appreciative  of  your  kind 
invitation,  but  could  not  rearrange  my  schedule  and  appear  with  a 
prepared  statement  this  morning. 

I  trust  the  attached  statement  in  lieu  of  an  appearance 
will  be  of  assistance  to  the  Committee's  work.  X  hope  the  hearings 
will  be  productive  «md  benefit  the  entire  Metropolitan  area. 

Three  issues  I  raise  in  my  statement  are: 

1)  The  failure  of  adequate  notification; 

2)  The  need  for  capital  improvements  at  the  Dalecarlia 
facility; 

3)  The  need  for  adequate  investigation  of  the  recent 
water  crisis. 
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The  Honorable  Eleanor  Holmes  Horton 
December  20,  1993 
Page  Two 

If  I  can  assist  you  further,  pleasejjj 
Sctfully  yours. 


set 

Enclosure 

cc:   D.  Lasso,  City  Manager 

B.  Gordon,  PIO  ^  ^^.,,^, 

Son  Nguyen,  Acting  Director  Public  Utilities 
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STATEMENT  OF  BRIAN  O'CONNOR 
MAYOR  OF  FALLS  CHURCH,  VIRGINIA 
DECEMBER  20,  1993 

Falls  Church  City  provides  water  to  a  population  of  over 
120,000  people,  approximately  29,500  homes.  the  area  served 
covers  33  square  miles  comprised  of  Falls  Church  City  and  por- 
tions of  Fairfax  County,  including  McLean,  Tyson's  Comer  and 
the  Tovm  of  Vienna.  Fairfax  Hospital,  among  other  medical 
facilities,  are  within  the  area  served  by  the  City.  The  Falls 
Church  City  water  system  has  a  capacity  of  30  million  gallons 
per  day.  The  average  water  usage  per  day  is  approximately  17 
million  gallons. 

The  customers  of  the  City's  Water  Authority  have  come  to 
expect  not  only  excellent,  responsive  service,  but  also  a  safe, 
clean  product.  Indeed,  our  customers  take  for  granted  that  when 
they  turn  on  the  tap  they  will  have  safe  water  to  drink. 

Their  faith  has  been  shaken  since  the  "boil  water"  S9are  of 
December  1993 . 

The  Falls  Church  Water  Authority  purchases  all  of  its  water 
from  the  Dalecarlia  facility  operated  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  The  water  is  treated  and  filtered  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  not  by  the  City.  Therefore,  the  City  is  dependent  on 
the  Dalecarlia  plant  for  the  quality  of  the  water  the  City 
distributes  to  our  customers. 

The  City  was  not  notified  of  excessive  turbidity,  or  any 
water  quality  problem,  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  EPA.  City 
staff  received  their  first  inkling  of  trouble  from  news  reports 
on  December  8.  The  City's  Acting  Head  of  Pxiblic  Utilities 
called  the  Dalecarlia  plant  manager  by  phone  that  afternoon  and 
was  told  that  sfunples  of  treated  water  showed  excessive  tur- 
bidity of  2.0  Nephelometric  Turbidity  Units  (NTU).  The  standard 
for  acceptable  turbidity  is  1.0  NTU.  He  was  also  advised  that 
the  water  was  not  contaminated.  No  mention  was  made  of  any 
requirement  to  boil  the  water,  nor  of  any  concern  about  Crypto- 
sporidium. The  City  passed  this  information  onto  the  County  of 
Fairfax  which  was  being  contacted  by  customers  both  in  and  out 
of  the  City  water  service  area  as  reports  of  a  potential  water 
problem  were  being  broadcast  on  radio.  The  Town  of  Vienna  (a 
customer  of  Falls  Church)  was  given  the  same  information 
available  to  the  City.  The  D.C.  Health  Department  officials 
advised  they  were  notified  shortly  after  4:00  p.m.  and  shortly 
thereafter  the  D.C.  Health  Commissioner  made  a  televised  state- 
ment recommending  that  water  be  boiled  for  one  minute.  The 
notice  to  boil  water  at  all  was  contrary  to  the  original  informa- 
tion received  by  me,  which  indicated  there  was  no  contamination 
suspected.  The  City  sought  clarification  and  was  advised  the 
EPA  did  not  rule  out  contamination.  The  City,  in  accordance 
with  recommendations  from  the  Virginia  Department  of  Health, 
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advised  its  customers  to  boil  water  for  10  minutes  for  cooking 
and  drinking. 

There  were  later  reports  that  turbidity  had  been  found,  but 
not  reported,  for  approximately  24  hours.  The  State  of  Virginia 
and  local  jurisdictions  have  established  procedures  for  dealing 
with  emergency  situations,  including  communication  with  the 
press  and  public.  The  quick  response  of  the  City  of  Falls 
Church  and  of  the  Council  of  Governments  in  setting  up  phone 
banks  to  respond  to  inquiries  is  an  example.  It  is  my  impres- 
sion that  neither  EPA  nor  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  had  an 
estJiblished  procedure  for  dealing  with  a  situation  of  this  kind, 
or  for  conveying  accurate  and  timely  information  to  local  govern- 
ments affected  and  their  citizens.  This  should  be  remedied. 
For  a  crucial  period,  120,000  customers  and  our  City  staff,  were 
dependent  on  the  media  for  information.  That  information  was 
conflicting.  The  failure  of  the  Corps  or  EPA  to  notify  us  as  a 
major  water  purchaser  was  wrong.   It  should  not  be  repeated. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  planned  certain  capital 
improvements  to  the  Dalecarlia  facility,  which  is  aging.  In  the 
past,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  borrowed  money  using  District 
of  Columbia  bonding  authority.  By  that  means,  interest  rates 
have  been  favorable  and  payments  for  capital  improvements  have 
been  spread  out  over  a  period  of  years.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
can  no  longer  utilize  D.C.  bonding  authority  and  has  no  other 
funding  mechanism  available  to  it.  Accordingly,  the  Corps  pro- 
poses that  the  jurisdictions  it  serves  ante  up  the  necessary 
funds  for  its  capital  improvement  program  on  a  pay  as  we  go 
basis.  Assistance  from  the  Congress  is  required  so  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  will  have  the  capacity  to  borrow  for  these 
needed  improvements.  Determination  must  also  be  made  as  to 
whether  the  planned  capital  improvements  at  the  Dalecarlia 
facility  are  appropriate  and  adequate  to  deal  with  the  threat  of 
the  Cryptosporidium  organism  which  is  not  killed  by  the  chlorine 
treatment  typically  utilized. 

The  City  of  Falls  Church  hopes  the  Subcommittee's  efforts 
will  assist  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  investigating  and  identi- 
fying the  causes  of  the  excessive  turbidity  found  in  its  treated 
water.  Effective  oversight  of  the  corrective  actions  proposed 
is  essential  so  that  the  public  will  be  assured  that  such  inci- 
dents will  not  be  repeated.  Investigation  by  the  Subcommittee 
of  the  procedures  for  notifying  the  public  in  the  event  of  a 
water  emergency,  with  specific  recommendations  for  improvements 
in  such  procedures,  would  be  highly  beneficial  to  the  pxiblic. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  should  be  called  upon  to  explain  how 
their  plans  for  upgrading  the  Dalecarlia  facility  will  preserve 
water  quality  and  how  the  Corps  expects  to  fund  those  improve- 
ments . 

If  there  is  further  information  which  I  can  provide,  please 
let  me  know,  and  we  will  respond  promptly. 

Brian  M.  O'Connor 

Mayor,  City  of  Falls  Church 


161 


INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 


SuiU  300 

sue  Executive  Boulevard 

Rockville,  Md.  20Si2-3903 

(301)984-1908 

fAX  (301)  984-5841 


Fd)njary  7,  1994 


The  Honorable  Douglas  Applegate,  Chairman 
Subcomimttee  on  Water  RcMuices  and  the  Environment 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515-6262 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  writing  with  respect  to  the  December  20,  1993,  testimony  of  Ms.  Ruth  R.  Crone, 
Executive  Director  of  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments  (COG),  before 
your  Subcommittee.  I  request  that  this  letter  be  made  part  of  the  record  of  the  December 
20th  hearing. 

Ms.  Clone  testified  before  your  Subcommittee  regarding  the  December  8,  1993  drinking 
water  supply  Incident  at  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  and  the  ensuing  response. 
After  describing  tiie  incident,  Ms.  Crone  made  an  assessment  of  the  ability  of  existing  local 
agreements  to  address  such  incidents  now  and  in  the  ftiture,  and  concluding  they  were  not 
adequate,  she  proposed  recommendations  for  ftirther  action.   Ms.  Crone  stated  that  the 
existing  regional  water  supply  agreements  are  outdated  and  may  no  longer  be  relevant  to 
current  and  future  regional  water  needs.   Based  on  the  suggested  inadequacy  of  these 
agreements,  Ms.  Crone  stated  the  need  m  update  the  region's  water  supply  coordination  and 
response  and  that  COG  had  initiated  a  review  and  assessment  of  these  agreements  in  order  to 
identify  the  changes  necessary  to  update  and  strengthen  regional  water  supply  agreements  and 
plans. 

After  reviewing  the  testimony,  both  COG  and  the  ICPRB  were  concerned  that  the  blanket 
criticism  of  all  regional  agreements  was  unfortunate  and,  in  fact,  incorrect  since  several  of 
these  agreements  and  the  programs  and  activities  supporting  them  have  functioned  extremely 
well  over  the  years  and  did  not  need  change.   Ms.  Crone  agreed  with  our  concerns  and  very 
graciously  offered  to  clarify  her  testimony  to  your  Subcommittee.  By  letter  dated  January 
31,  1994,  to  Congresswoman  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  Ms.  Crone  identified  several  of  these 
agreements.  The  Commission  believes  additional  information  on  these  agreements  and 
related  programs  administered  under  the  auspices  of  the  ICPRB  would  contribute  to  your 
Subcommittee's  understanding  of  the  water  supply  situation  in  the  Washington  metropolitan 
area  (WMA).  ^  
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ICPRB  was  created  with  the  Potomac  Basin  Couervaocy  Compact  of  1940  by  the  signatories 
-  the  ComnxMwealth  of  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania,  the  States  of  Maryland  and  West 
Virginia,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  1940  Compact  was  developed  for  the  purpose  of 
controlling  pollution  in  the  Potomac  drainage  area  and  the  U.S.  Congress  approved  it  on  July 
11,  1940.  The  federal  government  is  rq>iesented  on  the  Commission  along  with  the 
signatories.  Amendments  to  broaden  the  Commission's  coordination,  investigatioo,  and 
education  re^xwsibilities  to  include  'development,  utilization,  and  conservati<m  of  the  water 
and  associated  land  resources  of  the  basin'  were  approved  by  Congress  (PL  91-407)  on 
September  15.  1970. 

Id  addition  to  other  functions,  the  Compact  allows  the  creation  of  'Sections'  to  address  a 
spcdRc  subject  area  of  concern  to  more  than  one  but  less  than  the  total  number  of 
signatories.   In  this  context,  Maryland,  Virginia.  West  Virginia  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
agreed  to  create  the  Section  for  Cooperative  Water  Supply  Operations  on  the  Potomac  (CO- 
OP) to  provide  a  cooperative  regional  approach  to  the  operation  and  management  of  the 
Washington  metropolitan  water  supply.  An  Operations  Committee  comprised  of 
iq)resentatives  from  tht  diree  Metropolitan  D.C.  utilities  oversees  the  fUncdons  of  this  unit 
in  coordinating  the  joint  operation  and  management  of  the  region's  water  supply.  CO-OP 
has  over  \5  years  of  experience  in  water  suj^ly  planning  and  coordinating  activity.  It  has 
made  valuable  contributions  in  this  regard,  including  the  following-. 

1.  ICPRB  worked  with  the  state  and  federal  governments  and  the  region's  water 
supply  utilities  to  demonstrate  that  the  WMA  water  supply  needs  could  be  reliably 
satisfied  through  joint,  cooperative  operation.  This  result  eliminated  the  need  to 
construct  IS  major  reservoirs,  recommended  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
1963,  saving  the  federal  government  and  the  n^ion  substantial  construction  costs 
(initially  estimated  at  $3S0  million). 

2.  The  CO-OP  section  continues  to  coordinate  regional  water  supply  planning, 
including  long-term  forecasting  of  future  water  use,  sizing  and  expansion  of  treatment 
and  distribution  systems,  coordinated  support  for  the  administration  of  consumptive 
water  use  firom  the  Potomac  River,  and  the  analysis  cff  new  sources  of  water  supply 
for  the  WMA. 

3.  The  CO-OP  section  maintains  the  region's  drought  preparedness  by  conducting 
a  drought  simulation  exercise  each  summer.  In  addition,  the  r^ion's  suscq>tibUity  to 
drought  is  regularly  evaluated  and  rq>oited  in  a  series  of  water  supply  outlooks 
prqiared  by  the  CO-OP  section  throughout  the  q>ring,  sommer  and  fUl. 

4.  During  periods  of  low  flow  in  the  Potomac,  CO-OP  coordinates  the  operation 
of  the  three  water  supply  utilities  in  the  WMA.  COOP  allocates  river  flow  and 
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schedules  reservoir  releases  in  order  to  assure  the  reliability  of  the  region's  water 
supply,  while  maintaining  Instrean  flow  for  aquatic  habitat. 

One  of  the  agreements  mentioned  in  Ms.  Crone's  testimony  and  again  in  h^  January  31, 
1994  letter  is  the  Potomac  River  Low  Flow  Allocation  Agreement  (LFAA)  which  was  signed 
in  1978.  Tlie  LFAA  (governing  party  signatories  are  the  U.S.  Government,  Maryland, 
Virginia  and  District  wf  Columbia)  assures  cooperative  and  equitable  allocation  of  the 
Potomac  River  water  supply  during  droughts.  While  the  LFAA  is  referred  to  in  the  1979 
Water  Supply  Emergency  Agreement  established  by  the  Council  of  Governments,  the  LFAA 
was  created  a  year  earlier  and  functions  totally  indQ)endent  of  that  Agreement.  More 
important,  the  LFAA  remains  a  successful  and  fUIly  functional  agreement  that  continues  to 
play  a  crucial  and  timely  role  in  the  region's  current  and  future  water  supply  planning  and 
optxsidoD. 

The  1982  Water  Supply  Coordination  Agreement  (WSCA)  is  a  second  important  regional 
agreement  that  unfortunately  was  not  referenced  in  the  testimony  but  was  discussed  in  the 
January  31,  1994,  letter.   Participants  in  this  agreement  are  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
rqnesenting  the  federal  government,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Fair^  County  Water 
Authority,  the  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary  Commission  and  the  CO-OP  Section  of 
ICPRB.  This  independent  agreement  commits  the  regional  water  suppUo's  to  joint 
cooperative  operation  in  order  to  maximize  the  reliability  of  the  region's  water  supply.   It 
also  provides  the  mechanism  for  implementing  restrictions  and  conservation  measures  during 
shorttges.   Further,  WSCA  prescribes  the  planning  and  technical  support  functions  of  CO- 
OP carried  out  under  the  direction  of  the  CO-OP  Operations  Conunittee. 

Under  WSCA,  CO-OP  members  regularly  conduct  a  proactive  assessment  of  projected 
demands  and  the  available  resources  to  anticipate  dte  region's  f\iture  water  supply  needs. 
The  most  recent  review  has  resulted  in  an  ongoing  partnership  between  CO-OP,  private 
sector  interests,  county  and  state  government,  and  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
study  the  feasibility  of  reallocating  storage  in  Jennings  Randolph  Reservoir  for  water  supply 
purposes.  Furthermore,  long  before  the  December  8th  treatment  problem  at  the  Dalecarlia 
plant,  the  CO-OP  Operations  Committee  had  directed  and  approved  a  review  of  the  r^on's 
water  supply  contingency  plans.  This  review  is  currently  underway  and  will  significantly 
contribute  to  the  reexamination  of  regional  water  supply  emergency  plans  that  have  been 
initiated  by  the  local  governments.  In  addition,  CO^P  maintains  and  operates  a  spill  model 
for  the  Potomac  and  its  nuyor  tributaries,  and  continues  to  actively  work  with  the  basin 
jurisdictions  in  improving  their  spill  response  plans. 

The  Sugarland  Run  pipeline  spill  demonstrates  the  viability  of  existing  water  supply 
agreements.   In  this  case,  the  region's  water  supply  was  threatened  in  March  of  1993  by  a 
spill  of  over  400,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  to  the  Sugarland  Run  tributary  of  the  Potomac 
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River,  shutting  down  the  Fairfax  County  Water  Autboiity's  Potomac  River  Treatment  Plant 
for  1 1  consecutive  days.   As  disruptive  as  this  evoit  was,  it  pointed  cut  the  far  greater  threat 
posed  by  an  accident  of  this  type.  If  the  pipeline  break  had  occurred  in  another  location, 
during  low  flow  conditions,  the  effects  of  such  a  spill  could  have  threatened  not  only  the 
potable  water  supply,  but  also  the  sanitary  needs  aiid  fire  protectitm  for  the  Nation's  capital. 

The  Commission,  through  it's  COOP  Section,  has  responded  to  this  threat  by  undertaking 
joint  cooperative  efforts  to  suppon  the  targeting  of  federal  r^ulatory  efforts  to  identify 
^jpropriate  risk  reduction  measures  for  hazardous  liquid  pipelines.  The  Commission  is  a 
member  of  a  recently  formed  joint  government-industry  quality  team  charged  with  identifying 
performance-based  risk  reduction  activities  for  the  pipeline  industry.  This  innovative,  team- 
building  ^proech  directed  toward  developing  effective  recommendations  for  Industry  is 
sponsored  by  both  the  Federal  OMce  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  and  the  Chevron  Pipeline 
Company,  with  participation  from  three  pipeline  companies,  die  Texas  Land  Commission,, 
The  American  Petroleum  Institute,  and  The  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River 
Basin. 

Recognizing  the  lack  of  consensus  on  technical  engineering-based  criteria  for  evaluating  the 
risk  of  hazardous  liquid  pipeline  design,  operation,  inspection  and  management,  the 
Commission  is  acting  to  convene  an  independent  committee  of  experts  through  the  National 
Research  Council  to  provide  comprehensive  review  and  analytical  criteria  for  use  by  OPS  in 
risk  based  rule  making.  This  effort,  supported  by  OPS  and  The  American  Water  Works 
Association,  would  contribute  to  the  tedtnical  basis  for  the  pipeline  regulation  currently 
under  development  by  OPS.  that  will  direct  the  pipeline  industry  into  the  21st  century. 

The  testimony  also  noted  a  number  of  changes  to  water  supply  operations  in  the  WMA 
during  the  past  14  yean.  These  changes  are  a  fiirdier  dear  and  tangible  demonstration  of  the 
success  the  Low  Flow  Allocation  Agreement,  the  Water  Suj^ly  CocM-dination  Agreement  af»i 
the  CO-OP  section  in  coordinating  regional  planning  and  operation  to  assure  an  adfguate 
water  supply  for  the  WMA.  The  changes  flowed  from  th^  arrangements  and  did  not  make 
them  obsolete.   In  fact,  these  agreements  successfully  address  both  cunent  and  future  water 
supply  problems  in  this  region  and  have  been  cited  as  a  national  model  for  regional, 
cooperative  water  resource  management. 

The  success  of  CO-OP  in  guiding  metropolitan  water  supply  functions  under  these 
agreements,  as  demonstrated  by  the  activities  described  above,  clearly  leflites  the  conclusion 
that  all  water  supply  agreements  are  outdated  and  no  longer  relevant  to  current  and  ftiture 
activity  and  planning.  At  the  same  time,  the  Commission  agrees  with  the  need  to  update 
emergency  notification  plans  and  communication  procedures,  and  we  support  efforts  in  this 
r^aid.  This  need  was  clearly  demonstrated  by  the  Dalecarlia  incident.  The  breakdown  of 
the  filtration  process  at  the  plant  stemming  from  problems  with  its  operation  has  highlighted 
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the  need  for  operational  changes,  many  of  which  are  currently  being  implemented  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.   Equally  important,  the  incident  also  revealed  a  breakdown  in  the 
region's  plan  for  emergency  notiflcation  and  coordinated  communication  among  public 
officials  and  agencies  and  indicated  the  need  for  revising  and  improving  these  procedures  to 
increase  their  efficiency  and  shorten  their  implementation  time  so  as  to  prevent  even  more 
serious  breakdowns  in  the  future. 

In  summary,  the  ICPRB,  federal  agencies,  states,  counties,  utilities  and  private  sector 
interests  are  active  partners  in  regional  cooperative  activities  undertakm  to  assure  a  reliable 
water  supply  for  the  WMA.  The  agreements  and  programs  supporting  this  activity  that  are 
working  well  should  be  acknowledged  so  that  attention  can  be  focused  on  the  outstanding 
problems  that  have  been  identified. 

I  hope  this  correspondence  provides  your  Subcommittee  with  a  better  understanding  of  both 
the  water  supply  situation  in  the  metropolitan  area  and  the  comprehensiveness  of  programs 
and  activity  addressing  this  very  complex  subject.   I  will  be  pleased  to  provide  adiditional 
information  at  your  request.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 

Sincerely,  . 

Herbert  M.  Sachs 
Executive  Director 

cc:       The  Hon.  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton 

Member,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Ms.  Ruth  Crone,  COG 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

Members  of  the  Conunittee.   My  name  is  Paul  D.  Schwartz. 
I  am  a  spokesperson  for  Clean  Water  Action,  a  national 
environmental  organization  with  over  1,000,000  members  nationwide 
and  offices  in  15  states.   Over  60,000  of  our  members  live  in  the 
area  that  was  affected  by  the  recent  drinking  water  crisis. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  today  on 
the  critical  issue  of  the  drinking  water  crisis,  involving  the 
District  and  portions  of  neighboring  Virginia  and  Maryland,  that 
the  committee  will  address  both  today,  and  later  in  a  much 
broader  way  as  it  considers  amendments  to  the  Clean  Water  Act 
(CWA)  and  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA) . 

Concern  for  the  safety  of  drinking  water  is  not  limited  to 
communities  like  Milwaukee,  New  York,  and  Washington,  D.C., 
whose  drinking  water  systems  have  experienced  a  crisis  in  public 
confidence  this  year,  but  to  a  vast  body  of  citizens  who 
recognize  the  inability  of  their  water  treatment  and  delivery 
systems  to  provide  safe  water.   According  to  the  GAO,  a  alarming 
array  of  heavy  metals,  toxic  chemicals  and  bacteria,  have  shown 
up  in  one  form  or  another  in  upwards  of  one-third  of  the  nation's 
drinking  water  systems  over  a  five  year  period  between  1986  and 
1991. 

The  question  is,  how  do  we  stop  this  slide  towards  a  "third- 
world"  like  drinking  water  paradigm?   And,  as  stated  so 
eloquently  by  Congresswoman  Norton,  "When  the  capital  of  the  most 
advanced  scientific  nation  in  the  world  has  water  supply 
problems,  and  a  million  people  are  affected,  we  need  to 
investigate  the  causes  and  seek  permanent  remedies."   Clean  Water 
Action  believes  that  without  increased  funding,  standards 
setting,  enforcement,  and  utilization  of  the  best  available 
technology,  more  and  more  of  our  citizens  will  be  drinking 
unhealthy  water. 

II.  THE  GREATER  WASHINGTON  WATER  EMERGENCY 

It  is  past  time  to  modernize  our  water  treatment  systems. 
Now  that  EPA  has  declared  that  the  drinking  water  crisis  in  our 
nation's  capitol  is  over,  it  is  time  to  protect  our  future.   The 
genuine  solution  is  to  modernize  our  water  treatment  systems  so 
that  they  are  fully  capable  of  preventing  future  disruption  and 
the  kind  of  catastrophe  that  happened  in  Milwaukee  this  year. 

In  Milwaukee  the  rains  carried  not  only  mud,  but 
Cryptosporidium  that  brought  serious  and  often  prolonged  bouts  of 
diarrhea  and  vomiting  to  400,000  residents.   About  40  people  lost 
their  lives.   If  a  few  improvements  and  safeguards  had  been  in 
place,  the  tragic  loss  of  life  in  Milwaukee  could  have  been 
prevented. 
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It  is  a  relief  that  the  Cryptosporidium  did  not  strike  the 
nation's  capitol.   There  is,  however,  little  ground  for  comfort 
or  confidence.   The  water  emergency  was  both  disruptive  and 
expensive.   While  many  people  switched  to  bottled  water  and  took 
the  emergency  in  stride,  there  was  justifiable  alarm  for  young 
children,  the  aged  and  for  patients  with  immune  deficiencies 
(including  AIDS),  cancer  and  other  serious  illness.   Diarrhea  can 
be  fatal  to  such  people. 

Until  real  changes  are  made,  the  water  supply  of  Washington, 
and  many  other  cities  will  remain  vulnerable.   Rain  washes  not 
only  soil  but  every  imaginable  kind  of  urban  waste  into  rivers 
and  reservoirs.   Cryptosporidium  (found  in  animal  wastes)  is 
frequently  found  in  untreated  water.   Although  most  disease- 
producing  bugs  are  killed  by  chlorination,  several  including 
Cryptosporidium  are  not.   Thus  a  breach  in  a  system's  removal 
systems  (filtration  and  settling)  can  lead  to  serious  problems. 
In  addition  to  events  in  Washington  and  Milwaukee,  there  have 
been  34  outbreaks  of  waterborne  disease  in  the  past  few  years 
according  to  the  US  Centers  for  Disease  Control.  Cryptosporidium 
was  the  culprit  in  about  six  of  these  outbreaks  (Washington  Post, 
Dec.  9,  1993).   Water  testing  at  several  Washington  locations 
detected  high  fecal  coliform  bacteria  —  the  type  found  in  human 
waste. 

Even  as  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (which  operates  the 
Dalecarlia  Treatment  Plant)  is  conducting  its  own  investigation 
under  EPA  supervision,  an  independent  audit  investigation,  as 
called  for  by  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  is 
essential  to  look  at  the  full  range  of  problems  with  Washington's 
treatment  system.   This  hearing  too,  is  a  necessary  step  in 
determining  both  the  dangers  and  opportunities  presented  by  this 
scare. 

Congress,  EPA,  and  the  White  House  must  go  beyond  the  human 
error  factor.   Yes,  operators  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant  may  have 
failed  to  respond  quickly  enough  to  the  escalating  cloudiness  of 
the  incoming  water;  they  may  have  waited  too  long  to  add  more 
aluminum  sulfate,  a  chemical  that  facilitates  particle  removal. 
The  problem  may  have  been  noticed  on  Sunday  —  one  day  earlier 
than  admitted  to  by  the  Corps.   Clear  training  and  guidelines  may 
not  have  been  available  for  the  line  operators.   Increased 
training,  vigilance  and  water  sampling  are  all  necessary. 

However,  these  steps  alone  will  not  suffice.   Human  error 
has  a  way  of  sneaking  in.   There  is  no  substitute  for  a  water 
treatment  system  that  is  fully  functional  and  that  has  the 
capacity  and  design  against  unexpected  and  infrequent  events  that 
can  lead  to  costly  and  tragic  disasters.   A  million  people  depend 
on  the  treatment  system  in  Washington. 
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What  combination  of  measures  is  needed  to  safeguard  drinking 
water  in  Washington  and  other  places?   The  best  fix  or 
combination  of  measures  may  vary  from  city  to  city.   Here  are 
some  of  the  measures  that  might  be  part  of  a  prevention-based 
plan. 

*  Adequate  capacity :  the  absence  of  the  McMillian  treatment 
plant  —  currently  closed  for  repairs  —  may  have 
contributed  to  an  overwhelming  of  the  Dalecarlia  system.   It 
is  critical  that  sufficient  filter  capacity  be  available  at 
all  times. 

*  More  frequent  cleaning  (backwashinq)  of  filter  beds  may 

also  help  to  ensure  that  the  filters  do  their  job  during 
periods  of  high  turbidity. 

*  Proper  treatment  and  disposal  of  the  water  used  to  backwash 
filters :  the  Dalecarlia  plant  disposes  the  backwash  water  — 
containing  filtered  pathogens  —  back  into  reservoirs.   This 
practice  was  eliminated  in  Milwaukee  following  the 
Cryptosporidium  outbreak  and  should  be  discontinued  in 
Washington.   Extra  settling  tanks  will  be  necessary. 

*  Technology :  Forty  US  cities  have  recently  added  ozone 
treatment  systems.   Ozone  is  effective  in  killing 
Cryptosporidium  and  other  chlorine-resistent  pathogens. 
According  to  the  Post  (Dec.  10,  1993,  A-39) ,  both  Washington 
and  Milwaukee  are  considering  ozone.   In  addition,  using 
filterbeds  made  of  activated  carbon  may  increase  efficiency 
of  particle  capture  and  may  include  added  benefit  —  removal 
of  many  toxic  pesticides  and  other  chemicals  from  public 
water. 

Given  that  the  Washington  area  is  a  cancer  cluster  of 
staggering  proportions,  and  that  multimedia  effects  of 
omnipresent  carcinogens  are  not  well  understood,  it  is  time  to 
take  decisive  action  and  eliminate  one  of  those  many  threats  to 
our  public  health  and  community  welfare.   The  time  for 
consideration  is  over.   Yes,  modernizing  our  water  facilities  and 
curbing  non-point  source  pollution  will  cost  many  millions  of 
dollars.   Certainly,  the  debate  over  budget  priorities  on  both 
the  local  and  national  level  will  be  difficult.   No  doubt,  the 
upcoming  Clean  Water  Act  and  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  will  seek  to 
place  cost,  profit  and  inertia  over  health  and  long  term  economic 
security. 

However,  consider  the  costs  of  inaction  —  disasters  waiting 
to  happen,  dwindling  public  confidence,  and  the  erosion  of  a  most 
fundamental  part  of  our  social  and  economic  infrastructure,  safe 
and  dependable  drinking  water.   Making  the  investment  will  not 
only  protect  public  health  but  can  provide  economic  benefits  as 
well:  avoided  costs,  jobs  and  a  message  to  the  increasingly 
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competitive  world  that  the  United  States  of  America  is  a 
technological  leader  worth  following. 

III.  SAFE  DRINKIMG  WATER  ACT   &   CLEAN  WATER  ACT  REAUTHORIZATION 

The  fact  that  the  Washington  water  emergency  occurred  on  the 
eve  of  the  reauthorization  battles  for  both  of  the  major  laws 
that  protect  our  drinking  water,  will  no  doubt  throw  a  spotlight 
on  the  problem  and  inform  the  upcoming  debate.   Below  are  a 
number  of  bills  currently  in  front  of  the  House  that  Clean  Water 
Action  supports: 

*  Congressman  Studds'  (D-MA)  "Polluter  Pays"  bill,  H.R.  2199, 
points  to  a  new  and  appropriate  source  of  funds  — 
polluters. 

*  Congressman  Oberstar' s  (D-MN)  "Polluted  Runoff"  bill,  H.R. 
2543,  gets  at  the  ounce  of  prevention  that  is  worth  far  more 
than  a  pound  of  cure  —  protecting  the  source  of  our 
drinking  water  from  a  largely  unregulated  witches  brew  of 
pollutants  that  flow  off  the  land  and  our  city  streets 

*  Congressman  Edwards'  (D-CA)  "Wetlands"  bill,  H.R.  350,  and 
Congresswoman  Norton's  (D-DC)  "Urban  Watershed"  bill  get  at 
the  need  to  protect  the  buffers  that  act  as  the  kidneys  and 
lungs  of  our  water  supply 

However,  the  above  bills,  as  good  as  they  are,  will  be 
undercut  if  the  Bliley  (R-VA)  Slattery  (D-KS)  "Un"  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  bill,  H.R.  3392,  becomes  law.  This  bill  fails  to 
address  the  growing  drinking  water  crisis  across  our  country  and 
points  us  in  the  wrong  direction.   This  bill  guarantees  an  unsafe 
water  supply  for  many  Americans.   Among  other  things  the  bill 
would: 

*  Scrap  the  current  requirement  that  EPA  set  25  new  maximum 
contaminant  levels  (MCL's)  every  three  years; 

*  Substitute  cost  instead  of  health  as  the  key  to  setting 
standards; 

*  Abandon  watershed  management  plans  which  protect  the  source 
of  our  drinking  water; 

*  Require  EPA  to  eliminate  monitoring,  compliance,  and 
enforcement  require,  onts  for  already  regulated  contaminants 
that  do  not  occur  at  levels  posing  public  health  concerns; 

*  Allow  "variances"  when  water  systems  say  they  are  unable  to 
inexpensively  install  the  necessary  technology  to  remove 
contaminants  —  substituting  so-called  "affordable" 
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technologies  for  best  available  technologies  which  are  now 

required. 

*   *   * 

Clean  Water  Action  looks  forward  to  working  with  the 
Committe  in  its  efforts  to  strengthen  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  American  Water  Works  Association  (AWWA)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  recent  drinking  water  crisis  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  You  are  to  be  strongly  commended 
for  holding  a  timely  hearing  on  this  issue  to  assist  the  Congress  in  developing  legislation  to  help 
provide  safe  drinking  water  not  only  to  the  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  but  to  all  the 
American  people  as  well.  AWWA  supports  efforts  to  assure  continued  high  quality  water 
resources  for  the  nation. 

AWWA  is  the  world's  oldest  and  largest  scientific  and  educational  association  of  water  supply 
professionals.  Founded  in  1881,  we  now  have  over  55,000  members.  We  include  public 
drinking  water  departments  and  authorities,  private  companies,  scientists,  educators,  engineers, 
managers,  and  individuals  engaged  in  the  water  supply  profession.  Our  members  represent  over 
80  percent  of  the  drinking  water  delivered  in  the  United  States.  In  addition,  many  of  our 
members  have  dual  responsibility  for  both  drinking  water  and  waste  water.  The  membership 
of  AWWA  comprises  the  most  extensive  network  of  knowledge  and  experience  for  the  whole 
spectrum  of  water  supply  concerns.  The  AWWA  expertise  encompasses  managers  and  operators 
running  public  water  systems,  public  health  officials  overseeing  regulatory  programs,  engineers 
designing  distribution  systems,  scientists  analyzing  water  quality,  researchers  developing  new 
treatment  technologies,  academicians  studying  innovative  water  management  techniques,  and 
educators  imparting  knowledge  concerning  water.  AWWA  stands  ready  to  share  this  knowledge 
and  experience  with  you.  As  a  scientific  and  educational  organization,  the  purpose  of  AWWA 
is,  and  has  been  since  its  founding,  to  promote  public  health,  safety  and  welfare  through 
provision  of  quality  drinking  water.  As  such,  we  have  a  continuing  interest  in  protecting 
America's  water  supply  from  contamination. 

In  this  statement  we  will  comment  on  the  recent  drinking  water  crisis  in  the  Nation's  Capitol  and 
its  relationship  to  the  drinking  water  crisis  earlier  this  year  in  the  City  of  Milwaukee  Wisconsin; 
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the  national  problem  of  contamination  of  the  nation's  drinking  water  supply  and  suggested  Clean 
Water  Act  measures  to  address  this  issue. 

DRINKING  WATER  CRISIS  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

The  recent  events  in  Washington,  DC,  illustrate  just  how  vuhierable  our  drinking  water  supplies 
are  to  contamination.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  did  the  right  thing  by  issuing  the 
boil  water  notice  as  soon  as  they  were  aware  of  the  turbidity  increase  at  the  Dalecarlia  water 
treatment  plant.  Excess  turbidity  is  an  indicator  that  a  risk  of  microbial  contamination  may  exist 
also.  However,  turbidity  is  a  performance  indicator  only  and  not  a  positive  indication  that  a  real 
threat  exists.  The  microbial  threat  can  only  be  confirmed  by  testing.  Increased  turbidity  in 
source  water  requires  a  treatment  adjustment  to  remove  the  increased  turbidity.  Should  turbidity 
in  finished  water  exceed  the  standard  under  certain  conditions,  an  increased  microbial  risk  must 
be  assumed  and  a  boil  water  notice  issued  until  it  is  confirmed  that  the  water  in  the  system  is 
not  contaminated.  The  events  in  Milwaukee  last  spring  illustrate  the  prudence  of  issuing  the  boil 
water  notice  in  Washington. 

However,  the  Washington  incident  should  not  be  compared  too  closely  with  the  Milwaukee 
incident.  While  there  were  some  similarities,  the  events  were  quite  different  in  some  key 
aspects. 

-  In  Washington,  the  turbidity  levels  in  the  raw  water  exceeded  those  recorded  in 
Milwaukee. 

-  In  Washington,  the  increased  turbidity  was  only  for  a  duration  of  a  few  hours.  In 
Milwaukee,  the  increase  lasted  for  several  days. 

-  In  Washington,  no  indication  of  microbial  contamination  was  found.  In  Milwaukee 
a  major  disease  outbreak  occurred. 

-  In  Milwaukee,  the  system  had  changed  to  a  less  effective  coagulant  to  comply  with  the 
recentiy  promulgated  Lead  and  Copper  Drinking  Water  Regulation.  The  new  coagulant 
used  was  not  effective  and  the  system  was  overwhelmed  by  the  storm  run-off 
contamination  at  the  intake. 

In  reviewing  drinking  water  incidents  in  Washington,  it  is  important  to  make  a  distinction 
between  those  events  which  were  in  the  public  water  system  and  those  that  were  not.  Two  other 
recent  incidents  involving  drinking  water  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  which  received  media 
attention,  need  to  be  put  in  perspective. 

This  past  summer,  bacteria  was  found  in  a  water  sample  taken  from  a  closed  junior  high  school 
building.  That  bacteria  resulted  from  water  remaining  dormant  in  unused  plumbing  and  was 
caused  by  an  internal  cross-connection  with  the  toilets  in  the  building.  This  was  not  an  incident 
of  contaminated  water  coming  from  the  public  water  system. 
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The  question  of  lead  in  the  cities  water  supply  has  been  recently  raised  in  the  media.  It  is  rare 
that  lead  comes  from  a  public  water  system.  In  Portland,  Oregon,  which  has  perhaps  one  of  the 
most  pristine  water  sources  in  the  nation  and  has  no  lead  service  lines  or  other  lead  in  the  public 
water  system,  high  levels  of  lead  were  found  in  drinking  water  samples.  The  source  of  lead  is 
in  the  home  plumbing.  So  when  reports  of  high  lead  levels  in  drinking  water  are  made,  it  is 
important  to  determine  the  source.  Most  high  lead  levels  in  drinking  water  are  from  the  lead 
in  brass  faucets  in  the  home  not  from  the  public  water  system. 

Washington  was  fortunate  that  no  microbial  contamination  occurred.  However,  other  areas  of 
the  country  are  facing  increased  environmental  pollution  in  their  drinking  water  sources.  Safe 
drinking  water  is  provided  in  the  United  States  by  local  systems  of  multiple  barriers  to  prevent 
or  eliminate  contamination.  Thus,  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  alone,  without  measures  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act  to  address  pollution  of  drinking  water  sources,  cannot  do  the  job.  AWWA 
believes  that  these  issues  should  be  addressed  during  the  reauthorization  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
and  appropriate  amendments  to  the  Act  made. 

In  the  remainder  of  this  statement  we  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Subcommittee 
several  issues  in  the  Clean  Water  Act  which,  while  national  in  scope,  have  a  direct  bearing  on 
protecting  the  watershed  which  supplies  the  Washington  DC  area  drinking  water. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTAMINATION  OF  DRENfKING  WATER 

Today,  the  people  of  the  United  States  enjoy  the  highest  quality  drinking  water  in  the  World. 
Largely  through  the  efforts  of  the  members  of  AWWA  over  the  years,  water  borne  diseases 
from  drinking  water  have  been  minimized  in  the  United  States.  In  recent  years,  the  Clean  Water 
Act  has  been  a  significant  factor  in  this  effort  by  reducing  the  dumping  of  raw  sewage  and  toxic 
substances  into  our  nation's  water.  Despite  these  advances  made  in  cleaning  up  water  pollution 
in  America  through  the  Clean  Water  Act,  we  still  are  faced  with  the  continuing  and  growing 
problem  of  environmental  contamination  of  drinking  water  from  pollution  in  our  nation's  source 
water.  This  is  a  challenge  we  in  America  must  address  to  provide  safe  drinking  water  for 
ourselves  and  our  posterity. 

This  challenge  was  dramatically  illustrated  for  the  nation  by  the  recent  outbreak  of  disease  in 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin,  in  March  and  April  of  this  year.  TTie  disease  outbreak  was  caused  by 
a  protozoan,  called  Cryptosporidium,  that  contaminated  the  drinking  water  in  Milwaukee  and 
ten  surrounding  communities. 

Studies  on  the  environmental  occurrence  of  Cryptosporidium  began  in  1985  and  in  1988  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  added  Cryptosporidium  to  the  Drinking  Water  Priority 
List  for  possible  future  regulation,  but  it  is  currently  not  regulated  under  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  (SDWA).  According  to  the  National  Academy  of  Science,  Cryptosporidium  qualifies 
as  one  of  the  new  and  emerging  microbes  that  could  spring  up  to  threaten  the  nation's  health. 
The  detection,  treatment  and  removal  of  Cryptosporidium  is  very  difficult.  In  response  to  the 
growing  cases  of  cryptosporidiosis  in  humans  since  1976,  the  American  Water  Works 
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Association  Research  Foundation  has  undertaken  a  total  of  35  research  projects  costing  $9.2 
million  relating  to  Cryptosporidium.  AWWA,  in  conjunction  with  EPA,  conducts  the  only 
analytic  method  training  available  for  Cryptosporidium. 

In  a  statement  presented  to  this  subcommittee  in  August  1991,  AWWA  highlighted  the  growing 
problem  concerning  Cryptosporidium.  The  Milwaukee  case  is  only  the  latest  and  most 
publicized.  In  January  1987,  an  outbreak  occurred  in  Carrollton,  Georgia,  with  10,000 
estimated  cases.  In  Medford  (Jackson  County),  Oregon,  an  outbreak  occurred  during  the  months 
of  January  through  June  of  1992  with  an  estimated  3,000  to  15,000  cases  of  cryptosporidiosis. 
Additionally,  there  may  have  been  many  more  smaller  outbreaks  that  have  not  been  documented 
because  individual  doctors  may  not  have  been  aware  of  the  cause  of  tiie  illness  they  were  treating 
or  if  the  illness  was  part  of  a  larger  pattern.  Clearly,  pollution  prevent  in  our  nation's  drinking 
water  sources  is  necessary  to  help  protect  the  American  people  from  Cryptosporidium  as  well 
as  other  waterbome  pathogens  and  toxic  chemicals. 

The  case  of  Cryptosporidium  in  Milwaukee  serves  as  clear  indication  that  the  Clean  Water  Act 
requires  amending  to  further  protect  the  health  of  the  American  people. 

PROTECTION  OF  DRINKING  WATER  SOURCE  SUPPLIES 

Conspicuous  by  its  absence  in  the  Clean  Water  Act,  is  any  consideration  of  the  protection  of 
drinking  water  sources  as  a  major  goal  of  the  Act.  The  Congressional  Declaration  of  Goals  and 
Policy  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  states  that  it  is  a  national  goal  to  achieve  water  quality  that 
provides  for  the  protection  and  propagation  of  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife,  and  provides  for 
recreation  in  and  on  the  water.  In  addition.  Section  304  requires  that  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  provide  guidance  on  the  factors  necessary  to  protect  aquatic  life  and 
recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water,  and  Section  305  requires  state  reports  on  water  quality 
to  address  tiieir  progress  in  achieving  water  quality  that  protects  aquatic  life  and  allows  water 
recreational  activities.  Clearly  missing  from  these  sections  is  the  protection  of  water  as  a 
drinking  water  source.  AWWA  sti-ongly  recommends  that  the  Clean  Water  Act  provide  the 
same  status  for  protection  of  drinking  water  sources  as  it  does  for  the  protection  and  propagation 
of  fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  and  recreation.  Attached  to  this  testimony,  is  a  draft  with  suggested 
text  changes  to  The  Clean  Water  Act  which  will  address  this  omission. 

The  Congressional  Declaration  of  Goals  and  Policy  should  include  the  protection  of  drinking 
water  sources  and  public  health  in  the  objective  of  the  Act.  This  is  essential,  so  that  protection 
and  consistent  emphasis  is  provided  in  all  sections  of  CWA,  especially  where  program 
development  is  required  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  Act. 

Further,  this  change  to  the  Clean  Water  Act  would  compliment  and  thus  be  consistent  with  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA),  by  requiring  the  development  of  programs  to  provide  for  the 
protection  of  drinking  water  sources.  The  SDWA  emphasizes  source  water  protection  and 
encourages  water  purveyors  to  use  the  highest  quality  sources.  National  Primary  Drinking 
Water  Regulations  require  public  water  systems  to  conduct  sanitary  surveys  which  emphasize 
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the  characterization  of  actual  and  potential  pollutant  sources  for  the  drinking  water  supply  and 
identify  measures  which  should  be  taken  to  improve  drinking  water  quality.  An  amendment  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act  is  needed  which  would  protect  drinking  water  sources.  The  amendment 
would  provide  for  the  development  of  programs  to  implement  sanitary  survey  recommendations 
to  control  the  discharge  of  contaminates  regulated  under  the  SDWA  and  other  pollutants  in 
drinking  water  sources,  including  microbial  and  toxic  contaminants. 

In  Section  304  of  the  Act,  the  EPA  Administrator  should  be  required  to  provide  information  to 
the  states  on  factors  necessary  for  the  protection  of  public  water  supplies  to  help  them  develop 
water  quality  criteria  and  effluent  limitations  which  adequately  protect  public  water  supplies. 

Section  304  of  the  Act  requires  the  EPA  to  promulgate  regulations  concerning,  among  other 
things,  the  monitoring  requirements  for  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  permitted  discharges.  However,  the  current  monitoring  requirements  for  point  source 
discharges  are  not  specific  enough  with  respect  to  all  designated  uses.  Additional  monitoring 
requirements  are  necessary  to  cover  pollutants  whose  levels  are  regulated  in  drinking  water  as 
contaminants  by  the  National  Primary  Drinking  Water  Regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  the 
SDWA.  Clearly,  monitoring  for  regulated  drinking  water  contaminants,  and  potential 
contaminants  such  as  Cryptosporidium,  should  be  required  for  discharges  to  navigable  waters 
which  are  also  designated  as  source  water  supplies  for  drinking  water.  Further,  the  public  health 
effects  of  curtailing  any  discharge  should  be  considered  as  well  as  the  effects  on  fish,  shellfish 
and  wildlife.  We  believe  that  water  quality  standards  must  be  broad  enough  to  address  the 
critical  issue  of  balancing  both  the  human  health  and  ecological  risks.  These  standards  should 
continue  to  be  set  by  the  states  based  on  greatly  improved  guidance  from  the  federal  level. 

In  Section  305  of  the  Act,  the  state  reports  on  water  quality  should  be  required  to  include 
information  concerning  the  extent  to  which  all  navigable  waters  of  the  state  provide  for  the 
protection  of  public  water  supplies.  The  Clean  Water  Act  primarily  provides  for  reducing  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  already  impaired  water  bodies  and  does  not  focus  on  pollution 
prevention  for  those  water  bodies  at  risk  of  water  quality  degradation.  The  state  water  quality 
report,  being  the  primary  source  of  water  quality  information  for  all  navigable  waters  of  a  state, 
identifies  water  quality  problems  which  require  attention  in  state  water  quality  control  plans. 
Clearly  the  protection  of  drinking  water  source  water  supplies  should  be  a  key  element  of  these 
plans.  Planning  efforts  should  be  directed  to  execution  on  a  watershed  or  aquifer  basis  to 
adequately  control  critical  water  resources  for  all  intended  purposes  and  with  a  full 
understanding  of  both  quality  and  quantity  issues. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

AWWA  believes  that  the  most  effective  water  quality  begins  with  watershed  protection  and 
prevention  of  water  quality  degradation.  The  Water  Quality  2000  Phase  III  Report  on  solutions 
states  that  the  greatest  challenge  facing  the  nation  is  preventing  water  pollution  associated  with 
runoff  from  rural  and  urban  areas.  The  report  recommends  that  Congress  create  a  new  national 
program  for  watershed  protection.   This  is  long  overdue! 
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rhe  control  of  non-point  source  pollution  is  a  critical  component  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The 
current  provisions  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  have  reduced  water  pollution  from  point  sources  (end- 
of-pipe).  Water  pollution  could  be  reduced  further  through  the  control  of  non-point  sources  such 
as  agriculture  and  urban  runoff.  In  particular,  agriculture  runoff  containing  herbicides  and 
pesticides  is  found  with  increasing  frequency  and  at  high  concentrations  in  rivers  and  streams 
and  poses  an  ecological  and  public  health  threat. 

Public  water  suppliers  have  been  active  on  non-point  source  pollution  from  agriculture  sources. 
The  Missouri  River  Public  Water  Supply  Association  (MRPWSA)  has  conducted  an  intensive 
monitoring  study  of  the  Missouri  River  by  analyzing  samples  collected  from  sites  on  a  daily 
basis  in  May,  June  and  July.  The  sites  were  selected  to  bracket  the  major  tributaries  feeding 
into  the  lower  Missouri  River  and  also  based  on  their  proximity  to  a  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  river  gaging  station.  A  total  of  589  samples  were  analyzed  in  1991.  Of  the  589 
samples,  the  following  herbicides  were  measured  above  the  detection  level:  simazine  was 
detected  2  times;  alachlor  was  detected  104  times;  and  atrazine  was  detected  441  times.  165 
samples  were  above  the  atrazine  maximum  contaminant  level  (MCL).  The  average  atrazine 
concentration  ranged  from  0.72  micrograms/liter  (ug/1)  to  3.22  ug/1  at  the  sampling  sites.  The 
maximum  atrazine  concentration  ranged  firom  6.71  ug/1  to  1 1 .  10  ug/1  at  the  sampling  sites.  The 
study  was  repeated  during  1992  and  is  now  in  progress  for  1993  The  data  from  1992  is  not  yet 
fully  analyzed;  however,  it  shows  the  same  general  trends  as  in  1991,  with  several  days  above 
the  MCL. 

In  addition,  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  is  monitoring  herbicide  concentrations 
at  several  Midwestern  locations.  In  1989  and  1990,  USGS  conducted  a  reconnaissance  study 
from  149  randomly  selected  sites  in  122  river  basins.  Samples  were  collected  in  three  phases 
during  March  and  April  (pre-planting);  in  May  and  June  (post-planting);  and  in  October  and 
November  (harvest)  Fifty  samples  were  collected  in  the  first  phase  and  12  and  145  in  the  second 
and  third  phases,  respectively.  Atrazine  was  detected  in  91  percent  of  the  pre-planting  samples 
and  98  percent  and  76  percent  of  the  post-planting  an  harvest  samples,  respectively.  Several  of 
the  herbicides  were  found  to  exceed  their  MCLs.  52  percent  of  the  sites  exceeded  the  atrazine 
MCL,  32  percent  for  alachlor,  and  7  percent  for  simazine.  29  percent  of  the  sites  exceeded  four 
times  the  atrazine  MCL,  which  would  cause  an  immediate  violation  of  the  Nation  Primary 
Drinking  Regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  the  SDWA  for  a  public  water  system. 
Exceedances  of  the  MCLs  were  also  found  for  combinations  of  herbicides.  In  the  post = planting 
phase,  23  percent  of  the  sites  exceeded  the  MCLs  for  two  herbicides  and  ten  percent  for  three 
herbicides. 

AWWA  feels  that  this  data  indicates  a  potential  problem  with  pesticide  and  herbicide 
contamination  in  drinking  water  sources.  The  contamination  levels  for  a  multi-month  period 
pose  a  potential  problem  to  public  health  without  final  drinking  water  treatment.  This  issue 
alone  could  force  installation  of  extensive  granular  activated  carbon  treatment  at  billions  in 
capital  expenditures  that  will  be  a  burden  on  the  public  at  large,  rather  than  the  "polluter."  This 
potential  problem  could  be  reduced  by  addressing  the  issue  under  non-point  source  pollution  and 
watershed  protection  in  the  reauthorization  of  The  Clean  Water  Act. 
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Other  non-point  sources  of  pollution  should  be  controlled  such  as  nitrates  from  fertilizer  runoff 
which  can  cause  methemoglobinemia  or  "blue-baby  syndrome"  and  runoff  from  cattle  feeds  lots 
which  contain  a  much  higher  concentration  of  pathogenic  organisms  such  as  Cryptosporidium 
than  natural  background  concentrations.  Overflows  from  combined  sewers  in  urban  areas  can 
also  increase  the  concentration  of  pathogenic  organisms  and  other  pollutants  during  storm  events. 
Additionally,  urban  storm  sewer  runoff  contains  many  pollutants  such  as  oil,  gasoline  and  other 
synthetic  organic  chemicals.  The  use  of  best  management  practices  can  greatly  reduce  the 
pollutant  load  from  non-point  sources  such  as  agricultural  runoff,  combined  sewer  overflows, 
and  urban  sewer  runoff.  We  recommend  that  the  Clean  Water  Act  be  amended  to  reduce 
pollution  from  these  sources. 

Section  402  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  provides  an  exemption  from  NPDES  permit  requirements 
for  agriculture  return  flows.  As  a  result,  the  return  flows  to  the  nation's  waters  is  not  strictly 
regulated  nor  are  there  monitoring  requirements.  A  monitoring  program  is  necessary  to  identify 
contaminants  and  determine  their  levels  and  assess.  With  this  information,  the  effects  of  the 
contaminants  and  best  management  practices  can  be  established  to  minimize  the  discharge  of  the 
contaminants  and  protect  the  source  water  supply  as  designated  use  of  the  nation's  waterways. 
In  addition,  monitoring  agriculture  non-point  sources  of  pollution  is  necessary  to  implement  and 
evaluate  the  progress  of  the  Agriculture  Water  Quality  Protection  Program  which  will  be 
developed  pursuant  to  Section  1439  of  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of 
1990  (1990  Farm  Bill).  The  present  language  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  clearly  inadequate  for 
these  purposes.  An  amendment  which  requires  monitoring  may  lead  to  better  management 
practices  of  agriculture,  silviculture  (forestry)  and  livestock  management  that  are  more  beneficial 
to  the  enhancement  of  water  quality  and  protection  of  the  environment  and  public  health. 


AWWA  thanks  the  Subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  drinking  water 
treatment  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  Clean  water  is  essential  to  the  nation's  public  water 
supply  and  AWWA  supports  the  efforts  of  the  Subcommittee  to  achieve  that  goal.  We  are 
continuing  to  develop  and  investigate  issues  pertaining  to  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  would  be 
pleased  to  provide  the  Subcommittee  updated  information  on  these  issues.  We  welcome  the 
opportunity  to  continue  to  work  with  the  Subcommittee  to  develop  appropriate  legislative 
language  on  the  issues  and  concerns  that  we  have  raised,  as  well  as  others. 


This  concludes  the  AWWA  statement  on  drinking  water  treatment  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views.    We  would  be  happy  to  address  any 
questions  or  comments  that  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 
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A  BILL  TO  AMEND  THE  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 
TO  PROVIDE  INCREASED  PROTECTION  OF  PUBLIC  WATER  SUPPLIES 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Section  1.   Short  Title  and  Table  of  Contents. 

Section  2.   Findings  and  Purpose. 

(a)  The  purpose  of  the  Act  is  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
increased  protection  of  public  drinking  water  supply  sources  from  contamination  by  providing 
for  more  effective  monitoring  and  control  of  discharges  of  drinking  water  contaminants  into 
navigable  waters,  and  increased  emphasis  on  the  use  and  value  of  public  drinking  water  source 
supplies  as  a  designated  use  of  navigable  waters  in  setting  water  quality  standards. 

(b)  Despite  progress,  water  quality  problems  persist  throughout  the  Nation.  Contaminants 
regulated  pursuant  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  are  found  in  surface  source  waters 
in  excess  of  the  maximum  contaminant  level  (MCL)  established  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Not  all  drinking  water  contaminants  regulated  pursuant  to  SDWA  are  regulated  under 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  The  protection  of  drinking  water  source  supplies  as 
a  designated  use  of  navigable  waters  presently  is  not  a  major  goal  or  policy  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act.  Navigable  waters  are  the  source  of  drinking  water  for  sixty-five  per  cent 
of  the  Nation's  population.  As  a  matter  basic  to  human  life,  the  Federal  Water  pollution  Control 
Act  must  place  increased  emphasis  on  public  health  and  the  protection  of  drinking  water  source 
supplies  in  establishing  water  quality  standards. 

Section  3.    Declaration  of  Goals  and  Policy. 

Establishes  the  protection  of  public  drinking  water  supplies  as  a  national  goal  in  addition  to 
protecting  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife  and  providing  for  recreation.  Requires  consideration  of 
the  protection  of  public  drinking  water  supplies  in  each  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  requiring  the  development  of  programs  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  that  Act. 
Complements  and  provides  a  means  of  achieving  provisions  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 
which  provide  for  the  protection  of  surface  water  as  a  component  of  providing  safe  drinking 
water. 
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Section  4.   Information  and  Guidelines. 

Requires  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  provide  information  to 
the  States  to  assist  in  the  development  of  water  quality  criteria  and  effluent  limitations  which 
adequately  protect  public  drinking  water  supplies.  Adds  protection  of  public  water  supplies  to 
the  criteria  upon  which  reports  in  Section  304  are  based.  Complements  and  provides  a  means 
of  achieving  provisions  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  which  provide  for  the  protection  of 
surface  water  as  a  component  of  providing  safe  drinking  water. 

Section  5.    Water  Quality  Inventory. 

Requires  the  States  to  report  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
the  quality  and  vulnerability  of  those  navigable  waters  serving  as  public  drinking  water  supplies 
and  the  progress  of  the  States  to  protect  public  water  supply  designated  use.  Complements  and 
provides  a  means  of  achieving  provisions  of  the  Safe  Drinldng  Water  Act  which  provide  for  the 
protection  of  surface  water  as  a  component  of  providing  safe  drinking  water. 

Section  6.    Selective  Monitoring  to  Protect  Drinking  Water 

Requires  the  Administrator  to  develop  additional  monitoring  requirements  for  unregulated 
pollutants  discharged  into  navigable  waters  of  the  Nation  which  are  suspected  to  adversely  affect 
one  or  more  designated  uses  and  requires  the  States  to  develop  programs  for  monitoring 
pollutants  in  agriculture  return  flows.  Complements  and  provides  a  means  of  achieving 
provisions  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  which  provide  for  the  protection  of  surface  water  as 
a  component  of  providing  safe  drinking  water. 
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103d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


To  Amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  increased  protection  of 
public  drinking  water  supplies. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
date 


Sponsor 


A  BILL 
To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  increased  protection  of 
public  drinking  water  supplies. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE  AND  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 
SECTION  1 .  (a)  SHORT  TITLE  -  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Public  Drinking  Water 
Supply  Protection  Act  of  1993." 
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(b)  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  - 
Sec.    1.   Short  title  and  table  of  contents. 
Sec.   2.   Findings  and  purpose. 
Sec.   3.   Declaration  of  goals  and  policy. 
Sec.   4.   Information  and  guidelines. 
Sec.    5.  Water  quality  inventory. 

Sec.    6.   Selective  Monitoring  to  Protect  Drinking  Water 

FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES 

SEC.  2  (a)  PURPOSES.  -  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are: 

(1)  To  provide  for  increased  protection  of  the  Nation's  public  drinking  water 
supply  sources  from  contamination. 

(2)  To  provide  for  the  more  effective  control  of  discharges  of  contaminants 
affecting  drinking  water  quality  into  the  Nation's  navigable  waters. 

(3)  To  provide  for  increased  emphasis  on  the  use  and  value  of  public  drinking 
water  source  supplies  as  a  designated  use  of  the  Nation's  navigable  waters  in  setting  water 
quality  standards. 

(b)       FINDINGS.  -  The  Congress  finds  that  - 

( 1 )  Despite  significant  progress  in  water  pollution  control  over  the  past  twenty 
years,  serious  water  quality  problems  persist  throughout  the  Nation. 

(2)  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  reports  that,  of  the 
45  per  centum  of  waters  assessed  throughout  the  Nation,  30  per  centum  do  not  meet  water 
quality  standards  for  designated  uses. 

(3)  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  reports  that  25  per 
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centum  of  the  Nation's  freshwater  lakes  are  impaired  and  another  20  per  centum  are  threatened 
with  impairment. 

(4)  More  than  10  per  centum  of  municipalities  continue  to  discharge  untreated 
or  undertreated  sewage  to  receiving  waters  and  over  one  thousand  communities  discharge 
overflows  of  untreated  sewage  from  combined  sewers  during  storms. 

(5)  Industries  discharge  large  amounts  of  conventional  and  toxic  pollutants  to 
waters  throughout  the  Nation,  including  an  estimated  three  hundred  and  sixty  million  pounds  of 
toxic  pollutants  directly  to  receiving  waters  and  five  hundred  and  seventy  million  pounds  of  toxic 
pollutants  to  public  sewage  systems  per  year. 

(6)  Navigable  waters  are  the  source  of  drinking  water  for  sixty-five  per  centum 
of  the  Nation's  population. 

(7)  Federal  and  State  governments  must  place  increased  emphasis  on  the 
protection  of  public  drinking  water  source  supplies  as  a  designated  use  of  the  Nation's  navigable 
waters  in  setting  water  quality  standards. 

(8)  Expanded  and  better  coordinated  water  quality  monitoring  activities  by 
States  and  the  Federal  Government  are  needed  to  improve  the  quality  of  information  on  water 
quality  trends  and  conditions  for  the  protection  of  public  drinking  water  source  supplies  as  a 
designated  use  of  the  Nation's  navigable  waters. 

DECLARATION  OF  GOALS  AND  POLICY 

SEC.  3.  Section  101(a)(2)  of  the  Federal  Water  PoUution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C. 

1254)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  it  is  the  national  goal  that  wherever  attainable,  an  interim  goal  of  water  quality 
which  provides  for  the  protection  and  propagation  of  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife;  provide^  for 
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the  protection  of  public  drinking  water  supplies:  and  provides  for  recreation  in  and  on  the  water 
be  achieved  by  July  1,  1983;" 

INFORMATION  AND  GUIDELINES 

SEC.  4.  (a)  Section  304(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
(33  U.S.C.  1254)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  on  the  kind  and  extent  of  all  identifiable  effects  on  health  and  welfare  including, 
but  not  limited  to  public  drinking  water  supplies,  plankton,  fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  plant  life, 
shorelines,  beaches,  esthetics,  and  recreation  which  may  be  expected  from  the  presence  of 
pollutants  in  any  body  of  water,  including  ground  water;" 

(b)  Section  304(a)(2)(B)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1254) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  on  the  factors  necessary  for  the  protection  and  propagation  of  shellfish,  fish,  and 
wildlife  for  classes  and  categories  of  receiving  waters,  for  the  protection  of  public  drinking  water 
supplies,  and  to  allow  recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water;  and..." 
WATER  QUALITY  INVENTORY 

SEC.  5.  (a)  Section  305(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1254)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  an  analysis  of  the  extent  to  which  all  navigable  waters  of  such  State  provide  for  the 
protection  and  propagation  of  shell  fish,  fish,  and  wildlife,  protection  public  drinking  water 
supplies,  and  allow  recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water;" 

(b)  Section  305(b)(1)(C)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1254) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(C)  an  analysis  of  the  extent  to  which  the  elimination  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants  and 
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a  level  of  water  quality  which  provides  for  the  protection  and  propagation  of  a  balanced 
population  of  shellfish,  fish,  and  wildlife,  for  the  protection  of  public  drinking  water  supplies, 
and  allows  recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water,  have  been  or  will  be  achieved  by  the 
requirements  of  this  Act,  together  with  recommendations  as  to  additional  action  necessary  to 
achieve  such  objectives  and  for  what  waters  such  additional  action  is  necessary;" 
SELECTIVE  MONITORING  TO  PROTECT  DRINKING  WATER 

Sec.  6.  (a)  POINT  SOURCE  DISCHARGES  -  Section  304  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection  "(n)": 

"(n)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  promulgate  regulations  establishing  minimum  procedural  requirements  and  timetables 
for  representative  monitoring  of  point  source  discharges  to  surface  waters  serving  as  direct 
sources  of  drinking  water  and  data  reporting  for  unregulated  pollutants  of  human  health  concern, 
for  all  State  and  Federal  programs  under  Section  402  of  this  Act,  taking  into  consideration  the 
costs  associated  with  the  monitoring  requirements.  "Unregulated  pollutants"  are  defined  as  those 
pollutants  for  which  quantitative  measurements  in  point  source  discharges  are  not  required, 
pursuant  to  regulations  outlining  NPDES  permit  requirements  (40  CFR  Part  122.  Appendix  D). 
yet  which  may  occur  in  point  source  discharges  and  adversely  impact  one  or  more  designated 
uses  of  the  waters  of  a  State.  The  Administrator  shall  publish,  and  review  annually  thereafter, 
the  list  of  unregulated  pollutants  for  which  there  is  a  reasonable  basis  to  believe  may  adversely 
impact  the  attainment  or  maintenance  of  that  water  quality  which  provides  for  the  protection  of 
public  drinking  water  supplies,  the  protection  and  propagation  of  shellfish,  fish,  and  wildlife. 
and  allows  recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water.    The  list  of  unregulated  pollutants  shall 
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include  as  a  minimum:  total  organic  carbon  (TOO,  disinfecrion  by-product  precursors.  Giardia. 
Cryptosporidium,  and  enteric  viruses." 

(b)  AGRICULTURAL  RETURN  FLOWS  -  Section  304  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection  "(o)": 

"(o)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  promulgate  guidelines  to  assist  States  in  developing  programs  for  representative 
monitoring  of  agriculture  return  flows  for  contaminants  that  are  known  or  suspected  to  occur  in 
the  receiving  water  bodies  and  for  which  there  is  reason  to  believe  the  discharge  of  agricultural 
return  flows  contributes  to  the  occurrence.  The  purpose  of  the  monitoring  program  is  to 
increase  the  understanding  of  the  impact  of  agricultural  return  flows  on  the  designated  uses  of 
the  navigable  waters  of  the  Nation.  Within  36  months  of  enactment,  the  States  shall  establish 
such  monitoring  programs." 
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JUNE20,    19    94 


H.*.  HouBE  of  ScprgBOTlathiea 

COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 
AND  TRANSPORTATION 

SUITE  2  165  RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 

WASHINGTON    DC  20515 

1202)  225-4472 


MEMORAMDUM 

TO:        Members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and 
Environment 

FROM:      The  Honorable  Douglas  Applegate,  Chairman 

DATE:      June  16,  1994 

RE:       Hearing  on  Federal  Review  of  the  Operation  of  Water 
Treatment  Facilities  for  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Area. 

On  Monday,  June  20,  1994,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  Room  2167  Rayburn 
Building,  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment 
will  hold  a  second  hearing  on  the  operation  of  the  water 
treatment  facility  that  serves  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
several  suburban  jurisdictions.   Testimony  will  be  presented  by 
federal  and  local  officials  and  a  drinking  water  consultant.   The 
purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  learn  what  changes  have  been  made 
in  the  operation  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  facilities  to  decrease 
the  likelihood  of  a  repeat  of  the  December  8,  1993  "boil  water" 
order  which  affected  the  Washington  Metropolitan  area.   There 
will  also  be  a  discussion  of  facility  upgrades  necessary  to  meet 
likely  changes  in  drinking  water  requirements  and  to  bring  the 
Dalecarlia  Plant  up  to  a  state-of-the-art  facility. 

Background 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  owns  and  operates  the 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants.   The  local 
governments  own  the  transmission  and  distribution  system.   Both 
plants  supply  potable  water  to  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Arlington  County,  the  City  of  Falls  Church,  National  Airport,  the 
Pentagon,  and  parts  of  Fairfax  County  and  the  Maryland  suburbs. 
Because  turbidity  levels  (cloudiness)  detected  in  water  filtered 
through  the  Dalecarlia  plant  were  in  violation  of  EPA's  Surface 
Water  Treatment  Rule  at  1  a.m.,  2  a.m.,  and  3  a.m.  on  December  7, 
1993,  on  December  8,  1993,  the  EPA  issued  a  "boil  water"  notice 
to  the  nearly  1  million  area  residents  who  receive  water  from  the 
plant.   Turbid  water  indicates  the  possible  presence  of 
crYptosporidium   and  aiardia.      The  "boil  water"  order  remained  in 
effect  until  December  10,  1993,  after  two  days  of  tests  were 
negative  for  the  parasites  crYptosporidium   and  aiardia. 
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Investigations  of  the  incident 

Following  the  "boil  water"  incident,  Colonel  J.  Richard 
Capka,  Director  of  the  Baltimore  Division  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  completed  an  internal  investigation  of  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  December  incident.   He  found  that 
one  of  the  factors  causing  the  crisis  was  plant  employees' 
failure  to  add  the  correct  amount  of  aluminum  sulfate  (known  as 
alum)  at  the  time  when  the  turbidity  of  the  water  entering  the 
plant  increased  significantly  due  to  heavy  rains. 

Malcom  Pirnie  investigation 

In  response  to  the  December  7-8  incident  and  an  earlier 
violation  of  microbial  standards  for  coliform  during  September 
and  October,  1993,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  directed 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  retain  an  independent  contractor  to 
conduct  an  independent  review  of  the  water  treatment  plants.   On 
December  22,  1993,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  issued  a  work 
order  to  Malcom  Pirnie,  Inc.  to  conduct  a  Comprehensive 
Performance  Evaluation,  to  investigate  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  "boil  water"  notice  and  assess  the  administrative 
performance  and  organization  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division 
of  the  Corps. 

Malcom  Pirnie 's  investigation  found  that  the  rise  in  the 
turbidity  level  resulted  from  the  following  factors: 

•  the  depletion  of  filter  aid  polymer  and  flow  changes 
produced  when  the  No.  3  flume  and  basin  were  removed 
from  service  combined  to  cause  turbidity  breakthrough 
on  the  filters, 

•  plant  operators  were  not  monitoring  the  turbidity  of 
the  water  leaving  the  filters,  they  were  unaware  that 
the  filters  were  experiencing  turbidity  breakthrough, 
and 

•  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division's  practice  was  to 
backwash  filters  based  on  their  length  of  time  in 
service  without  regard  to  the  effluent  turbidity, 
resulting  in  filters  remaining  in  operation  long  after 
they  needed  to  be  cleaned,  and 

•  the  arrangement  of  the  alum  feed  lines  resulted  in  the 
alum  coagulating  in  the  water  and  being  inadequately 
dispersed. 
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Plant  Administration 

The  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  is  organized  into  four 
branches  reporting  to  the  Division  Chief.   According  to  the 
Malcom  Pirnie  Report,  the  current  Division  Chief  is  in  the 
process  of  establishing  a  philosophy  of  operations  and 
maintenance  and  setting  performance  standards  for  each  of  the 
branches. 

The  Malcom  Pirnie  Report  recognized  weaknesses  in  the 
behavior  of  the  organization.   Staff  training  for  the  most  part 
has  been  on-the-job.   Very  few  of  the  operators  are  certified, 
whereas  Maryland  and  Virginia  both  have  operator  certification 
programs.   The  Division  Chief  is  pursuing  opportunities  that  may 
be  available  to  involve  the  staff  in  these  programs. 

The  Malcom  Pirnie  report  states  that  communication  is  a 
problem  within  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division.   While  the 
procedures  are  in  place  for  eventually  forwarding  information 
upward  along  the  chain-of-command,  information  flow  downwards  is 
more  on  a  need-to-know  basis  in  many  areas.   Personnel  are  not 
clear  on  their  authority  and  responsibility,  and  are  often  kept 
in  the  dark  on  many  issues  and  information  that  would  perhaps 
help  them  function  more  effectively. 

According  to  Malcom  Pirnie,  "Standard  Operating  Procedures" 
for  the  Dalecarlia  Plant  are  not  formalized,  consisting  primarily 
of  documents  hung  on  the  wall  or  on  desktops.   Malcom  Pirnie 
recommends  that  a  water  plant  of  this  size  should  have  a  formal 
operation  and  maintenance  manual  which  establishes  clear  and 
concise  operating  procedures.   It  should  clearly  document  the 
responsibilities  of  each  staff  position  and  establish  efficient 
procedures  to  be  followed  in  resolving  problems  and  unusual 
treatment  events.   The  McMillan  Plant  has  such  a  manual  which  was 
prepared  when  the  plant  was  built. 

The  Washington  Post  on  June  10,  1994  reported  nine  employees 
throughout  the  organizational  structure  were  penalized  for  their 
actions  surrounding  December  7-9,  1993  incident. 

EPA  investigation 

The  investigation  conducted  by  the  National  Enforcement 
Investigations  Center  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
found  that  several  other  factors  contributed  to  the  December 
incident: 

•    Lack  of  shakers  in  alum  storage  bins 
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Periods  of  high  condensation  or  of  low  inventory  result  in 
lumps  forming  in  the  alum.  When  lumps  form  in  the  storage  bins, 
constant  operator  attention  is  needed  to  break  them  up. 
Operators  have  complained  that  the  use  of  the  metal  rod  to  break 
up  lumps  has  contributed  to  alarm  failures. 

•  Use  of  cationic  polymer 

For  many  years,  cationic  polymer  has  been  added  just  prior 
to  the  filters  during  periods  of  rising  turbidity,  but  dosage 
levels  have  not  been  established  and  records  are  not  maintained 
on  usage  levels.   Operators  have  stated  that  adequate  polymer 
supplies  are  not  always  available  at  the  plant  and  that  they 
sometimes  run  out. 

•  Sedimentation 

Currently,  all  four  sedimentation  basins  must  be  taken  off- 
line and  drained  to  remove  solids.   On  October  6,  1993,  Basin  2 
was  taken  off-line  because  of  the  accumulation  of  solids  and 
remained  off-line  until  December  13,  1993.   When  basins  have  to 
be  taken  off-line,  stress  is  placed  on  the  system. 

•  Filtration 

Single-media  v.  dual-media  filters 

Currently,  there  are  13  single-media  and  23  dual-media 
filters  at  Dalecarlia,  but  the  plant  personnel  do  not  control 
flows  to  the  filters  based  on  media  type.   The  Surface  Water 
Treatment  Rule  guidance  recommends  that  single  media  filters  not 
exceed  a  flow  rate  of  3  gallons  per  minute  (gpm) ,  while  dual 
media  filters  not  exceed  a  flow  of  6  gpm,  however  flow  to  the 
filters  typically  exceeds  these  rates. 

Cleaning  and  disinfecting  the  filters 

Plant  employees  often  fail  to  backwash  and  disinfect  the 
filters  after  interruptions  in  service.   In  addition,  as  many  as 
30%  of  the  filter  cleaners  (known  as  "filter  sweeps")  routinely 
do  not  work,  and  it  has  been  a  number  of  years  since  annual 
maintenance  has  been  performed  on  them. 

Improvements  made  since  the  December  incident 

According  to  Malcom  Pirnie,  several  significant  changes  have 
been  made  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  the  re-occurrence  of 
December's  incident: 

•  plant  employees  now  check  the  effluent  turbidity 
regularly  and  when  the  turbidity  level  reaches  0.3 


191 


Nephelometric  Turbidity  Units,  the  filters  are 
backwashed, 

•  turbidity  recording  meters  are  being  installed  on  each 
filter, 

•  streaming  current  detectors  are  being  added  to  each 
flume  down  from  the  point  of  alum  additions,  which  will 
alert  the  plant  operators  of  changes  or  interruptions 
in  the  alum  feed  or  in  the  quality  of  the  raw  water, 
and 

•  the  application  points  for  the  polymers  have  been  moved 
to  more  appropriate  locations. 

Plant  Modernization 

The  Malcom  Pirnie  organization  in  March,  1994  prepared  a 
conceptual  plan  for  upgrading  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water 
Treatment  Plants  to  state-of-the-art  facilities. 

Changes  in  drinking  water  regulations  and  advances  in 
treatment  technologies  have  led  to  the  belief  that  the  Washington 
Plants  need  to  be  further  modernized.    The  report  developed  a 
conceptual  plan  for  the  modernization  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct 
water  treatment  plants  by: 

Defining  a  state-of-the-art  treatment  system  for  a  raw  water 
supply  with  characteristics  similar  to  the  Potomac  River. 

Considering  the  impact  of  anticipated  changes  to  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act  regulations. 

Identifying  the  differences  that  exist  between  a  state-of- 
the-art  water  treatment  plant  and  the  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  water  treatment  plants. 

Developing  a  preliminary  conceptual  plan  for  providing 
state-of-the-art  treatment  systems  at  the  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  water  treatment  plants. 

The  modernization  plan  prepared  for  the  two  plants  includes 
a  phased  implementation  plan  and  budget.  Malcom  Pirnie 
contemplates  a  capital  program  in  the  range  of  $225  million. 

Legislative  Proposals 

A  bill,  H.  R.  4007,  to  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
borrow  funds  from  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  to  finance  capital 
improvements  for  the  water  treatment  system  was  introduced  by 
Representatives  Moran,  Norton,  Filner,  Wynn  and  Towns. 
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A  similar  amendment  was  attached  to  the  Senate's 
reauthorization  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  S.  1547  by 
Senator  John  Warner. 

Currently,  capital  improvements  must  be  funded  by  the 
Washington  Aqueduct's  customers  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 
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103d  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  4007 


To  amend  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  to  provide  for  the  funding  of 
capital  improvements  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  10,  1994 

Mr.  MORAN  (for  himself  and  Ms.  Norton)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which 

was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  to  provide  for 
the  funding  of  capital  improvements  at  the  Washington 
Aqueduct,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SECTION    1,    CAPITAL    IMPROVEMENTS    AT   WASHINGTON 

4  AQUEDUCT. 

5  Section  301  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  (43 

6  U.S.C.  390b)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 

7  ing  new  subsection: 

8  "(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

9  "(1)  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  Army  Corps 
10  of  Engineers  may  borrow  from  the  Federal  Financ- 
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1  ing  Bank  such  amounts  as  the  Chief  determines  are 

2  necessary  to  finance  capital  improvements  at  the 

3  Washington  Aqueduct; 

4  "(2)  upon  request  of  the  Chief,  the  Board  of 

5  Directors  of  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  shall  make 

6  loans  to  the  Chief  for  the  purpose  described  in  para- 

7  graph  (1);  and 

8  "(3)  any  amounts  borrowed  by  the  Chief  under 

9  this  subsection  shall  be  repaid  by  users  of  the  Wash- 

10  ington  Aqueduct  over  such  period  of  time,  and  shall 

11  be  subject  to  such  other  terms  and  conditions,  as  the 

12  Board  determines  to  be  appropriate.". 

o 


FEDERAL  REVIEW  OF  THE  OPERATION  OF 
WATER  TREATMENT  FACILITIES  FOR  THE 
METROPOLITAN  WASHINGTON  AREA 


MONDAY,  JUNE  20,  1994 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment, 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  Room 
2167,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Douglas  Applegate 
(chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Applegate.  Good  morning. 

Today's  hearing  is  a  follow-up  to  the  hearing  that  this  committee 
held  last  December  when  we  examined  the  causes  leading  to  the 
boil  water  order  which  was  issued  to  the  residents  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  some  parts  of  Maryland  and  Virginia. 

The  water  filtration  facilities  for  these  jurisdictions  are  operated 
by  the  United  States  Corps  of  Engineers  and  it  was  their 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  which  allowed  water  with  tur- 
bidity in  excess  of  Federal  standards  to  enter  into  the  water  dis- 
tribution system. 

The  increased  turbidity  carries  with  it  a  risk  of  exposing  those 
drinking  the  water  to  Cryptosporidium  and  giardia,  which  can 
make  people  sick,  if  they  are  very  young  or  very  old,  or  have  weak- 
ened immune  systems,  and  it  will  kill. 

It  was  Cryptosporidium  that  was  carried  by  the  Milwaukee  mu- 
nicipal drinking  water  system  which  made  over  400,000  people  in 
that  area  extremely  ill  and  killed  over  100  of  them. 

Last  December,  we  explored  the  causes  of  the  problem,  which  in- 
cluded outdated  equipment,  personnel  problems  and  insufficient 
supplies.  We  were  assured  that  something  would  be  done  in  order 
to  assure  that  it  does  not  happen  again. 

Within  the  past  two  weeks,  the  Corps  announced  some  of  the 
steps  it  has  already  taken.  Today  we  hope  to  learn  what  else  has 
been  done,  what  will  be  done,  and  when  it  will  be  done  to  prevent 
a  repeat  of  what  happened  last  December. 

In  order  to  help  fund  the  needed  improvements,  a  bill,  H.R.  4007, 
has  been  introduced  which  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
borrow  from  the  Federal  Financing  Bank.  Repayment  would  come 
from  the  ratepayers. 

At  this  juncture,  I  am  going  to  recognize  the  Representative  from 
Washington,  DC,  for  whatever  remarks  she  has  to  make  at  this 
time. 
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Representative  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  begin  by  thanking  Chairman  Doug  Applegate  whose 
splendid  leadership  and  cooperation  since  the  boil  water  incident  of 
last  December  has  been  consistent  and  generous.  Although  the  sub- 
committee necessarily  has  been  engrossed  in  work  to  reauthorize 
the  Clean  Water  Act,  one  of  the  toughest  pieces  of  legislation  to 
move  through  the  Congress,  Chairman  Applegate  readily  agreed  to 
take  on  this  additional  burden.  His  staff  has  spared  no  dilligence, 
including  visiting  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment 
Plants — all  without  missing  a  beat  in  pursuing  the  subcommittee's 
statutory  priorities. 

The  boil  water  incident  of  last  December  raised  unprecedented 
questions  about  the  operation  of  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan 
Water  Treatment  Plants  that  are  responsible  for  purifying  the 
water  supply  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  Arlington  County,  the 
City  of  Falls  Church,  National  Airport,  the  Pentagon,  and  parts  of 
Fairfax  and  Prince  George's  Counties. 

Although  the  dangerous  parasite  Cryptosporidium  ultimately  was 
not  found  in  the  water,  the  incident  was  an  early  warning  of  oper- 
ational, staff  and  physical  problems  at  the  plants.  The  necessity  to 
boil  water  caused  great  and  unnecessary  expense  that  will  probably 
never  be  fully  documented,  and  extraordinary  inconvenience,  loss  of 
productivity  and  enormous  anxiety  that  cannot  be  retrieved. 

While  no  deaths  or  illnesses  were  reported  due  to  the  cloudy 
water,  the  necessity  for  a  boil  water  alert  in  the  capital  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  was  an  astonishing  and  embarrassing  incident. 

This  subcommittee  immediately  scheduled  a  hearing  to  ascertain 
the  facts  and  seek  evidence  and  assurances  concerning  the  water 
supply.  The  hearing,  on  December  20,  1993,  in  and  of  itself  was  im- 
portant to  restore  public  confidence  in  the  water  supply  in  the  near 
term. 

At  the  time  of  the  hearing,  however,  the  investigations  of  the  in- 
cident had  only  then  been  initiated.  We  indicated  that  a  second 
hearing  would  be  necessary  to  ensure  that  all  the  necessary 
changes  and  improvements  had  been  made. 

We  believed  also  that  full  confidence  in  the  water  supply  could 
not  be  restored  until  there  was  a  full  airing  in  this  subcommittee 
of  what  really  happened,  what  was  recommended,  and  what  has 
been  done  about  it.  Addressing  these  questions  is  the  purpose  of  to- 
day's hearing. 

To  the  credit  of  the  EPA  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  there 
have  been  four  separate  investigations  of  the  incident:  the  Corps' 
internal  investigation  conducted  at  the  highest  levels  by  staff  that 
were  not  involved  in  the  incident;  an  independent  peer  review  con- 
ducted by  a  Newport  News  water  utility;  Malcolm  Pirnie's  Com- 
prehensive Performance  Evaluation,  and  an  investigation  by  the 
EPA's  National  Enforcement  Investigations  Center.  The  apparent 
agreement  among  the  various  investigations  offers  some  confidence 
in  the  resulting  findings. 

The  confluence  of  a  series  of  four  missteps  and  problems  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  presence  of  cloudiness  in  the  water  at  the 
Dd^ecarlia  plant.  They  were  the  closing  of  the  McMillan  plant  for 
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routine  maintenance,  a  shortage  of  alum  because  of  contract  prob- 
lems, a  shortage  of  polymer,  and  human  error. 

However,  the  professional  obligation  of  the  EPA  and  the  Corps 
was  to  foresee,  indeed  assume,  that  one  or  more  problems  could 
occur.  Especially  since  drinking  water  was  involved,  their  obliga- 
tion was  to  establish  and  enforce  back-up  procedures  that  were 
total,  complete  and  virtually  infallible.  Instead,  the  absence  of  inci- 
dents in  the  past  led  to  a  "cruising  along"  mentality. 

Much  like  the  Titanic,  not  until  the  ship  hit  the  iceberg  was 
there  thought  about  what  to  do.  Incredibly,  operations  manuals 
date  from  the  1920s,  and  there  were  no  other  written  procedures 
or  guidelines  for  dealing  with  emergencies.  The  plants  themselves 
are  in  need  of  modernization.  However,  the  problems  encountered 
last  December  spoke  to  the  need  to  modernize  procedures. 

Nevertheless,  the  December  incident  has  called  particular  atten- 
tion to  the  physical  condition  of  the  plants  and  to  the  need  for  im- 
proved procedures  for  notifying  affected  jurisdictions.  I  thank  Con- 
gressman Moran,  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  for 
his  leadership  in  drawing  legislation  to  provide  the  Corps  with  the 
authority  to  borrow  money  to  finance  capital  improvements  at  the 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  plants. 

In  addition,  because  the  plants  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Fed- 
eral agencies,  but  are  locally  funded,  regular  oversight,  which 
might  have  helped  to  prevent  the  December  incident,  has  not  oc- 
curred except  through  the  District  of  Columbia  appropriations  proc- 
ess where  the  emphasis  has  been  on  the  budget.  Because  the  Corps 
is  a  Federal  entity,  oversight  has  been  with  the  EPA.  For  Congress, 
the  question  becomes,  "Who  is  watching  the  EPA?"  The  answer 
must  be,  "We  are."  I  will  try  to  make  sure  that  oversight  of  the  two 
facilities  occurs  regularly. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  leadership  and  at- 
tention to  this  very  important  issue. 

Mr.  Applegate.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Norton  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSWOMAN  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

AT  A  HEARING  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

WATER  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT 

ON  THE  OPERATIONS  OF  THE  DALECARLIA  AND  MCMILLAN 

WATER  TREATMENT  FACELITIES 

June  20,  1994 

I  want  to  begin  by  thanking  Chainnan  Doug  Applegate,  whose  splendid  leadership 
and  cooperation  since  the  "boil  water"  incident  of  last  December  has  been  consistent  and 
generous.    Although  the  subcommittee  necessarily  has  been  engrossed  in  work  to  reauthorize 
the  Clean  Water  Act,  one  of  the  toughest  pieces  of  legislation  to  move  through  the  Congress, 
Chairman  Applegate  readily  agreed  to  take  on  this  additional  burden.    His  staff  has  spared  no 
diligence,  including  visiting  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants  —  all 
without  missing  a  beat  in  pursuing  the  subcommittee's  statutory  priorities. 

The  "boil  water"  incident  of  last  December  raised  unprecedented  questions  about  the 
operation  of  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants  that  are  responsible  for 
purifying  the  water  supply  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  Arlington  County,  the  City  of  Falls 
Church,  National  Airport,  the  Pentagon,  and  parts  of  Fairfax  and  Prince  George's  Counties. 
Although  the  dangerous  parasite  crvptosporidium  ultimately  was  not  found  in  the  water,  the 
incident  was  an  early  warning  of  operational,  staff,  and  physical  problems  at  the  plants.   The 
necessity  to  boil  water  caused  great  and  unnecessary  expense  that  will  probably  never  be 
fully  documented,  and  extraordinary  inconvenience,  loss  of  productivity,  and  enormous 
anxiety  that  cannot  be  retrieved.    While  no  deaths  or  illnesses  were  reported  due  to  the 
cloudy  water,  the  necessity  for  a  "boil  water"  alert  in  the  capital  of  the  United  States  was  an 
astonishing  and  embarrassing  incident. 

This  subcommittee  immediately  scheduled  a  hearing  to  ascertain  the  facts  and  seek 
evidence  and  assurances  concerning  the  water  supply.   The  hearing,  on  December  20,  1993, 
in  and  of  itself  was  important  to  restore  public  confidence  in  the  water  supply  in  the  near 
term.    At  the  time  of  the  hearing,  however,  the  investigations  of  the  incident  had  only  then 
been  initiated.   We  indicated  that  a  second  hearing  would  be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  the 
necessary  changes  and  improvements  had  been  made.   We  believed  also  that  full  confidence 
in  the  water  supply  could  not  be  restored  until  there  was  a  full  airing  in  this  subcommittee  of 
what  really  happened,  what  was  recommended,  and  what  has  been  done  about  it.    Addressing 
these  questions  is  the  purpose  of  today's  hearing. 
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To  the  credit  of  the  EPA  and  the  Anny  Corps  of  Engineers,  there  have  been  four 
separate  investigations  of  the  incident:   the  Corps'  internal  investigation  conducted  at  the 
highest  levels  by  staff  that  were  not  involved  in  the  incident;  an  independent  peer  review 
conducted  by  a  Newport  News  water  utility;  Malcohn  Pimie's  Comprehensive  Performance 
Evaluation;  and  an  investigation  by  the  EPA's  National  Enforcement  Investigations  Center. 
The  apparent  agreement  among  the  various  investigations  offers  some  confidence  in  the 
resulting  flndings. 

The  confluence  of  a  series  of  four  missteps  and  problems  was  responsible  for  the 
presence  of  cloudiness  in  the  water  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant.   They  were  the  closing  of  the 
McMillan  plant  for  routine  maintenance,  a  shortage  of  alum  because  of  contract  problems,  a 
shortage  of  polymer,  and  human  error. 

However,  the  professional  obligation  of  the  EPA  and  the  Corps  was  to  foresee, 
indeed  assume,  that  one  or  more  problems  could  occur.   Especially  since  drinking  water  was 
involved,  their  obligation  was  to  establish  and  enforce  back  up-procedures  that  were  total, 
complete,  and  virtually  infallible.   Instead,  the  absence  of  incidents  in  the  past  led  to  a 
"cruising  along"  mentality.   Much  like  the  Titanic,  not  until  the  ship  hit  the  iceberg  was 
there  thought  about  what  to  do.   Incredibly,  operations  manuals  date  from  the  1920s,  and 
there  were  no  other  written  procedures  or  guidelines  for  dealing  with  emergencies.   The 
plants  themselves  are  in  need  of  modernization.   However,  the  problems  encountered  last 
December  spoke  to  the  need  to  modernize  procedures. 

Nevertheless,  the  December  incident  has  called  particular  attention  to  the  physical 
condition  of  the  plants  and  to  the  need  for  improved  procedures  for  notifying  effected 
jurisdictions.   I  thank  Congressman  Moran,  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  for 
his  leadership  in  drawing  legislation  to  provide  the  Corps  with  the  authority  to  borrow  money 
to  finance  capital  improvements  at  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  plants. 

In  addition,  because  the  plants  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  federal  agencies  but  are 
locally-ftmded,  regular  oversight,  which  might  have  helped  to  prevent  the  December  incident, 
has  not  occurred  except  through  the  District  of  Columbia  appropriations  process,  where  the 
emphasis  has  been  on  the  budget.   Because  the  Corps  is  a  federal  entity,  oversight  has  been 
with  the  EPA.   For  Congress,  the  question  becomes,  "Who  is  watching  the  EPA?"   The 
answer  must  be,  "We  ate."   I  will  try  to  make  sure  that  oversight  of  the  two  facilities  occurs 
regularly. 
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Mr.  Applegate.  We  are  happy  to  have  sitting  in  with  us  Rep- 
resentative Moran,  and  Ms.  Byrne  is  one  of  our  very  knowledgable 
and  astute  members  of  the  full  committee  and  the  subcommittee. 

We  are  also  delighted  to  have  with  us  as  the  Ranking  Member, 
Mr.  Steve  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr,  Chairman,  and  General 
Genega,  I  am  delighted  to  see  you  here.  I  have  had  many  decades 
of  respect  for  the  work  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  reference 
to  this  city  as  a  student  in  high  school  here  in  the  forties  and  living 
here  for  13  years  in  the  fifties  and  sixties,  I  knew  what  fine  public 
works  we  have  had  in  this  community. 

The  streetlights  worked.  The  place  was  spotless,  et  cetera,  in  the 
forties.  So  facilities  age,  infrastructure  ages  and  obviously  one  of 
the  things  we  are  all  interested  in,  as  the  Delegate  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  notes,  is  what  is  the  condition  of  the  infrastruc- 
ture and  have  we  sort  of  lived  in  the  past  and  perhaps  not  been 
asked  to  up  date  it  as  we  should  for  a  growing  metropolitan  area 
such  as  we  all  inhabit. 

So  I  look  forward  to  your  testimony  on  giving  us  a  frank  assess- 
ment of  the  various  water  processing  facilities  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Corps  and  to  what  degree  we  need  to  do  more  than  we 
have  done  and  perhaps  have  asked  to  have  done. 

So  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton  [presiding].  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Horn.  I 
would  like  to  recognize  Ms.  Byrne,  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you,  madam  Chair.  I  also  want  to  thank 
Chairman  Applegate  for  holding  this  second  hearing  to  analyze 
what  went  wrong  at  the  Dalecarlia  plant  last  December. 

I  would  like  to  welcome  back  General  Genega  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers and  Mr.  Laskowski  of  the  EPA  and  welcome  Mr.  Noonan, 
whose  firm  has  played  such  a  vital  role  in  examining  this  problem; 
also  our  fellow  local  officials,  Robert  Mallett  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, Mary  Margaret  Whipple  of  Arlington,  and  Robert  Perry  of 
Falls  Church,  who  are  here  to  represent  three  of  the  four  affected 
localities. 

We  need  to  recall  the  confusion  I  believe  and  the  anguish  that 
we  all  experienced  last  fall,  both  as  local  residents  who  depend  on 
safe  drinking  water,  and  as  officials  responsible  for  public  safety. 
While  no  one  was  injured,  we  have  to  consider  that  it  could  have 
reached  monumental  proportions  as  it  did  in  Milwaukee. 

I  am  heartened  to  see  that  the  Corps  and  the  EPA  have  taken 
this  incident  quite  seriously,  both  by  analyzing  the  breakdown  of 
the  system  in  December  and  by  investigating  concerns  raised  by 
this  subcommittee  about  the  number  of  long-standing  factors  at  the 
plant  which  contributed  to  the  crisis. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  the  progress  that  EPA  and  the  Corps 
have  made  and  the  continuing  steps  they  plan  to  make.  While  we 
need  to  investigate  what  happened  last  fall,  I  hope  this  committee 
also  will  discuss  an  even  larger  issue,  one  that  officials  at  the  Fed- 
eral, State  and  local  levels  have  been  gingerly  sidestepping,  namely 
the  safety  of  our  drinking  water. 

While  this  committee's  jurisdiction  is  primarily  over  quality  of 
navigable  waters  in  our  lakes  and  rivers,  the  real  issue  at  hand  is 
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what  we  should  be  doing  to  protect  the  safety  of  our  drinking 
water. 

Many  of  us  work  on  major  environmental  legislation  such  as  the 
Clean  Water  Act  and  Superfund,  but  when  we  consider  these  is- 
sues, we  are  always  discussing  the  potential  for  widespread  prob- 
lems that  might  arise  down  the  road  if  changes  are  not  made  in 
the  current  standards  or  problems  that  might  affect  this  segment 
of  the  population. 

I  challenge  anyone  in  this  room  to  find  an  issue  which  impacts 
the  public  more  than  the  safety  of  our  Nation's  drinking  water.  All 
of  us  depend  on  clean,  safe  tap  water  for  cooking,  washing  and 
drinking.  The  average  person  consumes  two  liters  of  water  a  day. 
Nowhere  else  do  we  have  to  place  such  faith  in  our  public  works 
system,  and  it  makes  sense  that  protecting  the  public  welfare 
means  protecting  the  potable  water  supply. 

This  requires  ensuring  incidents  like  Dalecarlia  do  not  happen 
again  and  finding  ways  to  make  the  public  feel  confident  in  the 
water  that  they  drink.  If  anyone  doubts  that  people  do  not  trust 
their  water,  just  go  to  the  super  market  and  see  how  common  it 
is  for  people  to  spend  their  hard-earned  money  for  bottled  water 
that  gives  them  a  feeling  of  security. 

While  some  progress  has  been  made  to  rectify  this  situation, 
there  is  still  far  more  to  do.  For  one  thing,  we  still  do  not  have  in 
place  a  quick,  accurate  and  cost-effective  test  for  Cryptosporidium, 
the  bacteria  which  contaminated  Milwaukee's  water  supply  and 
was  thought  to  be  in  Dalecarlia.  Likewise,  the  subcommittee  has 
yet  to  find  a  final  plan  for  quick  response  to  such  a  crisis. 

I  am  still  concerned  that  my  constituents  in  Northern  Virginia 
would  remain  uninformed  should  another  crisis  occur.  Hopefully 
this  hearing  will  shed  some  light  on  these  issues  and  I  commend 
the  chairman  for  his  diligence  and  also  Ms.  Norton  for  her  watchful 
eye  on  this  issue. 

Thank  you.  Madam  Chair. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Byrne. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Bjn-ne  follows:] 
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1  want  to  thank  Chairman  Applegate  for  holding  this  second  hearing  to  andyze  what  went  wrong  at 
the  DalecarUa  plant  last  Decem&r.  I  would  like  to  welcome  back  MajorGenega  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  Mr.  Lask%»ski  of  the  EPA,  and  welcome  Mr.  Noonan,  whose  firm  has  such  a  vital 
role  in  examining  this  problem. 

I  would  also  like  to  welcome  some  of  our  local  officials:  Robert  Mallett  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Mary  Margaret  Whipple  of  Arlington  County  and  Robert  Perry  of  Falls  Church  City,  who  are  here 
to  represent  three  of  the  four  localities  affected. 

We  need  to  recall  the  confusion  and  anguish  that  many  of  us  expwrienced  last  fall  —  both  as  local 
residents  who  depend  upon  safe  drinking  water,  and  as  officials  responsible  for  public  safety.  While 
no  one  was  injured  by  this  crisis,  we  have  to  consider  that  it  could  have  reached  monumental 
proportions  as  it  did  in  Milwaukee. 

I  am  heartened  to  see  that  the  Corps  and  the  EPA  have  taken  this  incident  quite  seriously,  both  by 
analyzing  the  breakdown  of  the  system  in  December  and  by  investigating  concerns  raised  by  this 
subcommittee  about  a  number  of  long-standing  factors  at  the  plant  which  contributed  to  the  crisis. 
I  look  forward  to  hearing  the  progress  that  the  EPA  and  the  Corps  have  made  and  the  continuing  steps 
they  plan  to  take. 

While  we  need  to  investigate  what  happened  last  fall  at  Dalecarlia,  I  hope  this  subcommittee  also 
discusses  an  even  larger  issue,  one  that  officials  at  the  federal,  state  and  local  levels  have  been  side- 
stepping, namely  the  safety  of  our  drinking  water.  While  this  committee's  jurisdiction  is  primarily 
over  the  quality  of  navigable  water  in  our  lakes  and  rivers,  the  real  issue  at  hand  is  what  we  should 
be  doing  to  protect  the  safety  of  our  drinking  water. 

Many  of  us  work  on  major  environmental  legislation,  such  as  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  Superfimd. 
But  when  we  consider  these  issues,  we  are  always  discussing  the  potential  for  widespread  problems 
that  might  arise  down  the  road  if  changes  are  not  made  in  the  current  standards,  or  problems  that 
might  affect  a  segment  of  the  population. 

I  challenge  anyone  in  this  room  to  find  an  issue  which  impacts  the  public  more  than  the  safety  of  our 
nation's  drinking  water.  All  of  us  depend  upon  clean,  safe  tapwater  for  cooking,  washing  and 
drinking.  The  average  person  consumes  two  liters  of  water  a  day.  Nowhere  else  do  we  have  to 
place  such  faith  in  our  public  works  system,  and  it  just  makes  sense  that  protecting  the  public's 
welfare  means  protecting  their  potable  water  supply. 
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This  requires  ensuring  that  incidents  like  Dalecarlia  do  not  happen  again,  and  finding  ways  to  make 
the  public  feel  confident  in  the  water  they  drink.  If  anyone  doubts  that  people  do  not  trust  their 
water,  just  go  to  the  supermarket  and  see  how  common  it  is  for  people  to  spend  their  hard-earned 
money  for  bottled  water  that  gives  them  a  feeling  of  security. 

While  some  progress  has  been  made  to  rectify  the  situation,  there  is  far  more  to  do.  For  one  thing, 
we  still  do  not  have  in  place  a  quick,  accurate  and  cost-effective  test  for  Cryptosporidium,  the  bacteria 
which  contaminated  Milwaukee's  water  and  was  thought  to  be  in  Dalecarlia.  Likewise,  the 
subcommittee  has  yet  to  see  a  final  plan  for  a  quick  response  to  such  a  crisis.  I  am  still  concerned 
that  my  constituents  in  Northern  Virginia  would  remain  uninformed  should  another  crisis  occur. 

Hopefiilly,  this  hearing  will  shed  some  light  on  these  issues,  and  I  commend  the  Chairman  for  his 
diligence  in  bringing  this  to  light. 
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Ms.  Norton.  I  would  like  to  recognize  now  Mr.  Moran. 

Mr.  Moran.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

I  appreciate  you  chairing  this  hearing  for  us  and  the  comments 
of  Mr.  Horn  and  Ms.  Byrne,  my  colleagues  and  friends.  You  have 
made  the  point  that  we  had  a  real  scare,  and  in  fact,  the 
Cryptosporidium  could  have  been  in  the  water  supply.  Fortunately, 
it  was  not,  but  it  should  be  seen  as  a  warning  sign  to  us  that  we 
have  to  ensure  that  the  real  thing  never  does  happen. 

I  know  that  is  why  General  Genega  is  here  and  Mr.  Laskowski 
is  here.  That  is  what  we  would  like  to  focus  this  hearing  on,  how 
we  make  sure  that  we  can  avoid  a  situation  where  someone  with 
a  compromised  immune  system  or  an  elderly  person  or  a  young 
child  had  taken  a  glass  of  water  and  Cryptosporidium  had  been  in 
the  water  and,  in  fact,  we  had  had  a  death  or  a  very  serious  illness 
come  about  as  a  result  of  our  not  stopping  this  when  we  had  the 
opportunity. 

It  is  clear  we  have  to  improve  the  situation  at  the  Dalecarlia 
plant  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  undertaken  extensive  studies 
in  that  regard,  particularly  the  comprehensive  performance  evalua- 
tion that  was  undertaken  by  Malcolm  Pirnie. 

Some  recommendations  and  evaluations  have  been  implemented, 
I  know,  and  I  applaud  the  Corps  for  moving  swiftly  and  efficiently 
to  improve  the  water  treatment  plant,  but  all  of  us  know  that 
based  on  that  Malcolm  Pirnie  evaluation,  much  more  needs  to  be 
done  to  the  plant  over  the  next  decade  to  ensure  that  our  water 
supply,  in  fact,  remains  safe. 

In  order  to  meet  anticipated  Federal  standards,  particularly  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  the  Corps  will  have  to  invest  between 
$150  million  and  $300  million  in  capital  improvements  to  the 
Washington  aqueduct,  but  unlike  most  private  utilities  across  the 
country,  the  Corps  does  not  have  the  authority  to  borrow  money  in 
order  to  finance  those  improvements.  That  is  the  big  difference. 

A  corporate  public  utility  can  borrow  the  money  and  can  spread 
the  cost  out  over  a  number  of  years  and  their  customers  can  pay 
it  without  any  serious  financial  burden.  The  big  difference  here, 
and  really  the  principal  reason  why  these  capital  improvements 
have  not  been  made  is  that  the  Corps  doesn't  have  that  kind  of  fi- 
nancing flexibility.  It  relies  on  its  customers  in  Arlington,  Falls 
Church  and  the  District  of  Columbia  to  pay  upfront  for  capital  im- 
provements. 

So  while  the  local  jurisdictions  have  paid  for  those  improvements 
willingly,  they  cannot  afibrd  increases  of  $30  million  to  $40  million 
a  year  to  finance  necessary  capital  improvements,  and  that  is  what 
we  are  talking  about.  Without  some  relief,  these  local  jurisdictions 
wouldn't  be  able  to  pay  for  the  costly  improvements  and  we  could 
well  find  ourselves  again  in  a  crisis  situation. 

That  is  why  I  introduced  the  legislation  H.R.  4007.  It  was  really 
at  the  recommendation  particularly  of  Arlington  County  to  do  this. 
They  brought  this  issue  originally  to  my  attention.  Senator  Warner 
subsequently  introduced  it  on  the  Senate  side  and,  in  fact,  I  think 
he  was  successful  in  attaching  it  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 
on  the  Senate  side. 

The  legislation  would  give  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the  authority 
to  borrow  from  the  Federal  Treasury  the  amounts  necessary  to  un- 
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dertake  the  needed  capital  improvements  to  the  Washington  Aque- 
duct. Other  publicly  or  privately-owned  facilities  are  able  to  issue 
those  bonds  and  borrow  from  other  sources  and  they  can  amortize 
the  capital  improvement  costs  over  the  useful  life  of  the  project. 

This  legislation  simply  gives  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  the 
ability  to  finance  in  the  same  fashion  that  the  vast  majority  of  pub- 
lic utilities  across  the  country,  in  fact  every  private  public  utility, 
is  able  to. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  legislation,  the  Corps  borrows  the  money 
from  the  Treasury  and  local  water  users  agree  to  be  responsible  for 
paying  back  the  loan  over  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  It  would  be 
the  same  standard  of  financing  that  all  utility  customers  are  used 
to. 

Chairman  Dixon  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  has  agreed  to  include  H.R.  4007  in  the  D.C.  ap- 
propriations bill  with  the  amendments  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water 
Act,  including  it  on  the  authorizing  side. 

I  think  that  we  have  a  good  chance  of  getting  this  legislation 
passed  this  year.  Clearly  the  approval  of  the  Public  Works  Commit- 
tee is  necessary  to  achieve  that  objective,  however. 

As  you  know,  the  Appropriations  Committee  doesn't  like  to  do 
anything  that  is  not  fully  authorized  and  in  accordance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  authorizing  committee.  In  the  meantime,  I  hope  that 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  continue  working  with  the  affected  local 
governments  to  prepare  for  this  new  financing  option. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  hearing  and  hope  that  we  can  continue 
working  together  to  prevent  any  future  problems  with  our  water 
supply. 

Thank  you.  Madam  Chairwoman. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Moran  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today.  It  is  important 
that  we  use  this  opportunity  to  ensure  that  all  necessary  steps 
are  taken  to  protect  our  water  supply  in  order  to  provide  clean, 
safe  drinking  water  to  our  region. 

In  many  ways  the  water  crisis  that  occurred  last  December 
was  a  valuable  lesson  for  our  region.   Though  all  of  us  feared 
that  the  potentially  life-threatening  bacteria,  chryptosporidium, 
might  be  in  the  water  supply,  sxobsequent  testing  found  none. 
After  three  days,  the  boil -water  alert  was  suspended  and  all  of 
us  could  go  back  to  our  normal  routines.   But  what  if  that  hadn't 
been  the  case?  What  if  chryptosporidium  had  been  in  the  water 
supply  and  someone  with  a  compromised  immune  system,  or  an 
elderly  person,  or  a  child  decided  to  have  a  glass  of  water  and 
got  sick?  We  must  ask  ourselves  those  questions  and  ensure  that 
we  are  never  again  faced  with  a  crisis  situation  that  threatens 
the  health  of  our  citizens. 

I  Icnow  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  undertaken  extensive 
studies  in  recent  months,  including  the  Comprehensive  Performance 
Evaluation  undertaken  by  Malcolm  Pimie,  Inc.   Some 
recommendations  of  these  evaluations  have  already  been 
implemented  and  I  applaud  the  Corps  for  moving  swiftly  and 
efficiently  to  improve  the  water  treatment  plant.   But,  all  of  us 
know,  based  on  the  Malcolm  Pimie  evaluation,  that  much  more 
needs  to  be  done  to  the  plant  over  the  next  decade  to  ensure  that 
our  water  supply  remains  safe. 

In  order  to  meet  anticipated  federal  standards,  including 
the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  the  Corps  will  have  to  invest 
between  $150 -$300  million  in  capital  improvements  to  the 
Washington  Aqueduct.   However,  unlike  most  private  utilities 
across  the  country,  the  Corps  does  not  have  the  authority  to 
borrow  money  in  order  to  finance  these  improvements.   It  relies 
on  its  customers- -in  Arlington,  Falls  Church,  and  the  District  of 
Columbia- -to  pay,  up-front,  for  capital  improvements.   While  the 
local  jurisdictions  have  paid  for  in5)rovements  willingly,  they 
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simply  cannot  afford  increases  of  $30-40  million  per  year  to 
finance  necessary  capital  improvements.   Without  some  relief, 
these  local  jurisdictions  may  not  be  able  to  pay  for  the  costs  of 
these  improvements  and  we  may  once  again  find  ourselves  in  a 
crisis  situation. 

That  is  why  I  introduced  legislation,  H.R.  4007,  along  with 
Senator  John  Warner,  which  would  give  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the 
authority  to  borrow  from  the  Federal  Treasury  amounts  necessary 
to  undertake  capital  improvements  to  the  Washington  Aqueduct. 
Other  publicly  or  privately  owned  facilities  are  able  to  issue 
bonds  or  borrow  from  other  sources  in  order  to  amortize  capital 
improvement  costs  over  the  useful  life  of  the  project.   This 
legislation  will  put  the  Corps  on  equal  footing. 

The  Corps  would  borrow  money  from  the  Treasury  and  the  local 
water  users  would  agree  to  be  responsible  for  paying  back  the 
loan  over  a  reasonable  period  of  time.   This  would  be  the  same 
standard  financing  tool  afforded  similar  private  and  public 
utility  customers. 

Chairman  Dixon  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia,  has  agreed  to  include  H.R.  4007  in  the  D.C. 
Appropriations  bill.   Companion  legislation  introduced  by  Senator 
Warner  has  already  passed  the  Senate  as  an  amendment  to  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.   I  certainly  hope  this  provision  will  have 
the  blessing  and  support  of  this  committee  as  it  moves  forward  in 
the  legislative  process. 

In  the  meantime,  I  hope  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can 
continue  working  with  the  affected  local  governments  to  prepare 
for  this  new  financing  option. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  hearing  and  hope  that  we  can  all 
continue  working  together  to  prevent  any  future  problems  with  our 
water  supply. 
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Ms.  Norton.  I  would  like  to  welcome  our  first  two  witnesses  who 
will  testify  as  a  panel:  Major  General  Stanley  Genega,  the  Director 
of  Civil  Works,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  Mr.  Stanley 
Laskowski,  Deputy  Regional  Administrator  of  EPA  Region  III. 

Welcome.  General  Genega,  we  would  be  pleased  if  you  would  go 
first. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MAJ.  GEN.  STANLEY  G.  GENEGA,  DIRECTOR  OF 
CIVIL  WORKS,  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  ACCOM- 
PANIED BY  BRIG.  GEN.  PAUL  Y.  CHINEN,  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
DIVISION  COMMANDER,  AND  COL.  J.  RICHARD  CAPKA,  BAL- 
TIMORE DISTRICT  COMMANDER 

General  Genega.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
be  here  today  to  provide  an  update  on  activities  by  the  tJ.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  assure  the  continued  provision  of  high-qual- 
ity water  to  the  customers  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct. 

Accompanjdng  me  today  is  Brigadier  General  Paul  Chinen,  the 
Commander  of  our  North  Atlantic  Division,  and  Colonel  Rick 
Capka,  Commander  of  the  Baltimore  District,  who  have  respon- 
sibilities for  operation  of  the  Aqueduct. 

With  your  permission,  I  will  summarize  orally  the  full  statement 
I  have  submitted  for  the  record. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  appreciate  all  witnesses  summarizing  to 
the  extent  that  they  can. 

General  Genega.  Thank  you. 

I  want  to  assure  everyone  that  the  Washington  Aqueduct  and  all 
its  facilities,  particularly  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant 
have  performed  well  and  have  provided  safe  quality  water  to  all  its 
customers  since  the  December  1993  incident. 

The  system  has  met  EPA's  average  turbidity  performance  cri- 
terion of  0.5  turbidity  units  for  filtered  water.  We  have,  in  fact, 
averaged  less  than  0.15  turbidity  units  with  a  maximum  single 
reading  of  0.42  turbidity  units.  This  has  been  accomplished  despite 
the  fact  that  raw  water  turbidities  have  reached  levels  higher  than 
those  that  preceded  the  December  incident. 

As  you  pointed  out  in  your  statement,  we  have  thoroughly  evalu- 
ated our  operations  through  a  commander's  internal  investigation, 
an  independent  peer  review,  a  Comprehensive  Performance  Eval- 
uation and  an  EPA  investigation. 

To  assure  an  impartial  expert  assessment  of  our  operations,  we 
requested  the  sister  water  utility  in  Newport  News,  Virginia  to  do 
what  essentially  amounted  to  a  peer  review  and  make  rec- 
ommendations for  immediate  short-term  improvements.  We  con- 
tracted with  a  recognized  expert  in  the  field  of  water  treatment, 
Malcolm  Pirnie,  to  do  the  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation 
of  our  overall  operations  and  to  look  at  the  incident  that  occurred 
in  December. 

We  did  not  wait  for  final  reports  from  these  investigations  to 
make  changes.  As  soon  as  prudent  interim  recommendations  were 
available,  we  implemented  the  appropriate  adjustments. 

For  example,  we  provided  additional  supervision  to  ensure  prob- 
lems are  recognized  and  appropriately  addressed  in  a  timely  man- 
ner. We  completed  the  installation  of  streaming  current  monitors 
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that  provide  continuous  direct  readings  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
alum  dosage.  We  completed  the  installation  of  filter  condition  mon- 
itoring equipment  that  allows  us  to  respond  to  filter  efficiency  vari- 
ations as  they  occur  in  a  very  timely  fashion. 

We  adjusted  the  application  of  chemical  polymers  to  maximize 
the  effectiveness  of  both  the  coagulation  and  filtration  processes. 
We  established  three  thresholds  which  trigger  the  cleaning  of  a  fil- 
ter. 

The  thresholds  are  when  filtered  water  turbidity  exceeds  0.3  tur- 
bidity units  for  that  filter,  when  there  is  a  6-foot  head  loss  on  that 
filter,  or  when  the  filter  has  been  operated  for  72  hours,  whichever 
comes  first. 

Additionally,  we  have  initiated  improvements  in  our  formal 
training.  This  training  will  ultimately  include  the  implementation 
of  a  formal  operator  certification  program  that  will  be  an  Associa- 
tion of  Boards  of  Certification  sanctioned  program.  Certification 
will  be  a  prerequisite  for  specific  positions  and  for  career  advance- 
ments. 

The  Corps  has  an  ongoing  capital  improvements  program  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  which  includes  replacements,  upgrades  and 
improvements  needed  to  ensure  reliability  and  to  meet  current  and 
projected  regulatory  standards. 

This  major  capital  improvements  program  has  been  coordinated 
with  our  customers. 

In  response  to  the  request  by  both  this  subcommittee  and  EPA 
Region  III  to  define  a  state-of-the-art  water  treatment  plant  and  to 
provide  a  plan  for  its  implementation,  we  contracted  with  Malcolm 
Pirnie  to  provide  us  a  concept  plan  for  this  state-of-the-art  water 
treatment  facility.  We  have  done  a  comparative  review  of  our  cap- 
ital improvements  program  and  the  Malcolm  Pirnie  recommenda- 
tions, which  are  very  similar. 

Using  recommendations  from  both  proposals  and  in  conjunction 
with  EPA  and  our  customers,  we  have  put  together  a  conceptual 
modernization  plan  for  implementation  subject  to  the  availability  of 
funds.  This  plan  has  been  delivered  to  EPA  Region  III  for  their 
concurrence. 

Briefly,  our  conceptual  modernization  plan  defines  a  state-of-the- 
art  water  treatment  facility  to  be  implemented  in  three  stages.  The 
first  stage  identifies  improvements  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
next  round  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  which  by  1998  will  call 
for  a  reduction  in  the  average  levels  of  trihalomethanes  from  100 
micrograms  per  liter  to  80  micrograms  per  liter. 

Our  current  average  trihalomethanes  level  is  92  micrograms  per 
liter.  The  estimated  cost  of  these  water  quality  and  system  reliabil- 
ity improvements  is  as  high  as  $125  million,  with  completion  ex- 
pected by  June  1998. 

The  second  stage  improvements  address  the  anticipated  further 
reduction  of  allowable  trihalomethanes  levels  to  40  micrograms  per 
liter  around  the  turn  of  the  century. 

The  estimated  cost  of  these  improvements  to  meet  these  second 
stage  requirements  is  as  high  as  $200  million,  with  completion  ex- 
pected around  January  2002. 

The  third  stage,  beyond  2002,  identifies  requirements  to  meet  po- 
tential future  safe  drinking  water  requirements,  addressing  S3m- 
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thetic  organic  compounds  and  pesticides.  As  the  regulatory  stand- 
ards are  as  yet  unknown  and  the  treatment  methods  not  specifi- 
cally defined,  I  have  no  reliable  estimate  of  the  range  of  costs  for 
that  third  stage  at  this  time. 

I  might  digress  from  my  prepared  oral  statement  here  to  address 
Congressman  Moran's  comment  about  approximately  $300  million. 
I  would  offer  the  comment  that  $300  million  is  approximately  the 
high  side  amount  for  stage  one  and  stage  two. 

At  this  point,  those  amounts  are  probably  low  since  we  are  talk- 
ing about  a  conceptual  plan,  and  we  do  not  yet  have  an  estimate 
for  stage  three.  So  if  anything,  that  number  is,  I  would  say,  low 
in  my  professional  judgment. 

I  would  like  to  address  four  other  areas  of  concern  that  were 
raised  by  the  subcommittee  last  December  during  my  testimony. 
The  first  was  customer  coordination.  We  have  formalized  a  process 
for  holding  at  least  quarterly  meetings  among  our  various  cus- 
tomers and  corps  executive  level  personnel.  A  series  of  these  meet- 
ings have  already  taken  place  to  discuss  various  issues,  including 
the  funding  of  the  modernization  plan  and  its  sequencing. 

The  second  area  was  notification  procedures.  From  my  perspec- 
tive, we  have  two  sets  of  notification  procedures:  those  internal  to 
the  Corps  and  those  external  to  the  EPA  and  involving  the  served 
customers. 

To  address  internal  needs,  we  have  established  since  January 
1994  various  supervisory  notification  thresholds  for  various  condi- 
tions. We  also  revised  the  procedures  for  reporting  those  all  the 
way  through  our  responsible  officials,  including  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army. 

Additionally,  we  have  reviewed  and  improved  our  external  notifi- 
cation procedures  and  recently  exercised  them  at  an  off-duty  time 
with  the  EPA.  They  worked  very  well. 

We  are  continuing  to  work  closely  with  the  EPA  and  the  Metro- 
politan Washington  Council  of  Governments  in  their  development 
of  area-wide  notification  procedures. 

The  third  area  involved  an  employee's  allegation  of  improper  op- 
erations and  improper  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes,  specifically 
PCBs  and  battery  acid,  at  the  Aqueduct. 

Colonel  Capka  contracted  with  an  outside  environmental  firm  to 
investigate  these  allegations  and  conducted  numerous  internal  in- 
vestigations. None  of  the  allegations  were  substantiated  as  alleged. 

There  was  one  location  where  lead  contamination  of  the  ground 
was  found.  It  was  attributable  to  a  battery  acid  spill.  Although  the 
contamination  did  not  exceed  established  standards,  the  soil  in  the 
area  was  removed  and  the  area  was  cleaned  up. 

More  recently,  a  buried  battery  casing  was  found  at  another  loca- 
tion. Testing  of  that  area  is  underway  and  appropriate  actions  will 
be  taken. 

The  final  area  related  to  allegations  that  there  were  equal  em- 
ployment opportunity  issues  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division. 

Colonel  Capka  directed  the  District's  EEO  Office  to  conduct  an 
investigation  and  a  series  of  discussion  sessions  with  all  the  em- 
ployees from  January  through  March  of  this  year  to  determine  if 
there  were  EEO  issues,  to  identify  them,  and  to  take  appropriate 
action. 
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Seventy-five  employees  participated  in  these  sessions  at  various 
times.  The  EEO  officer  and  the  commander  have  determined  from 
these  sessions  that  the  issues  being  aired  were  not  EEO  issues,  but 
rather  management-related  issues. 

Corrective  action  has  been  taken  or  is  underway  on  these.  We 
will  continue  to  be  proactive  in  these  efforts  to  identify  both  those 
management  issues  and  any  EEO  issues  should  they  arise. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  stress  again  that  we  take  supplying 
safe  and  adequate  water  to  our  customers  very  seriously.  We  have 
been  producing  quality  water  since  the  incident,  which  is  safe  to 
drink.  Many  of  our  employees  are  customers  of  this  system  and  our 
headquarters  is  also  within  the  service  area. 

We  are  committed  to  taking  every  step  necessary  to  preclude  a 
recurrence  of  the  type  of  incident  that  occurred  last  December. 

Ms.  Norton,  that  concludes  my  statement.  I  will  be  certainly 
happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  General  Genega. 

Next  we  will  hear  from  Mr.  Laskowski  before  questions. 

TESTIMONY  OF  STANLEY  L.  LASKOWSKI,  DEPUTY  REGIONAL 
ADMINISTRATOR,  MID-ATLANTIC  REGION  3,  U.S.  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROTECTION  AGENCY 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Thank  you  and  good  morning,  Ms.  Norton  and 
members  of  the  subcommittee. 

My  name  is  Stanley  Laskowski  and  I  am  the  Deputy  Regional 
Administrator  of  U.S.  EPA  Region  IIL  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  provide  an  update  on  EPA's  perspective  on  the  D.C. 
water  supply  situation. 

I  submitted  written  testimony  to  you  and  at  this  time  would  like 
to  summarize  some  of  the  high  points  of  that  testimony. 

I  will  address  the  issues  in  the  following  order,  EPA's  investiga- 
tion of  the  cause  of  the  December  1993  problem  that  led  to  the 
boiled  water  notice,  EPA's  regulatory  actions  taken  in  response  to 
the  problem,  and  conclusions  as  to  what  is  needed  as  we  move  for- 
ward. 

Let  me  begin  by  saying,  however,  that  in  my  opinion,  the  D.C. 
water  supply  is  safe.  The  plant  has  not  violated  EPA  standards 
since  the  December  incident,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  fully 
cooperated  with  EPA  in  making  the  corrections  needed. 

I  believe  the  EPA  standards  will  continue  to  be  met  at  the  plant 
if  the  current  high  level  of  diligence  and  vigilance  is  maintained  at 
the  plant  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  that  the  modernization 
of  the  plant  is  funded  and  implemented. 

Now  turning  to  EPA's  investigation  of  the  cause  of  the  December 
1993  incident,  EPA's  review  was  conducted  by  our  Denver  office, 
the  National  Enforcement  Investigation  Center  who  produced  a  re- 
port in  March  1994.  Among  the  findings  were  that  they  could  not 
find  all  the  critical  data  needed  to  find  the  precise  cause  of  the 
problem,  but  they  did  agree  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  oper- 
ator error  was  indicated  and  that  other  factors  may  have  contrib- 
uted to  the  problem. 

The  report  gave  recommendations  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
address  in  their  comprehensive  performance  evaluation  and  also 
gave  Region  III  recommendations  for  EPA  to  address. 
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I  am  happy  to  report  that  EPA  is  in  the  process  of  addressing 
all  these  recommendations. 

Turning  to  the  EPA  comprehensive  water  order  issued  in  March, 
issued  after  discussions  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  issued  on 
consent  with  the  Corps,  it  ordered  among  other  things  to  complete 
the  comprehensive  performance  evaluation,  to  evaluate  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  notification  procedures  to  be  used  if  a  problem  occurs, 
to  complete  the  analysis  of  the  capital  improvement  needed,  and  to 
develop  an  implement  a  monitoring  program  for  Cryptosporidium. 

I  am  happy  to  report  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in  full  com- 
pliance with  the  order. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  make  a  few  observations. 

First,  I  think  that  significant  progress  has  been  made  in  correct- 
ing the  factors  that  led  to  the  problem  we  had  in  December. 
Progress  has  also  been  made  in  improving  communications  within 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  between  all  parties. 

Monitoring  has  started  for  Cryptosporidium  and  the  Corps  has 
moved  out  quickly  on  that.  That  will  help  our  decision-making  in 
the  future  if  we  do  happen  to  have  a  problem. 

The  first  steps  have  been  taken  to  make  the  D.C.  water  supply 
system  truly  a  state-of-the-art  system.  Still  much  work  has  to  be 
done  to  follow  through  on  these  actions. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  management  needs  to  continue  its  excel- 
lent attention  that  has  been  given  to  the  system  since  December 
of  1993.  EPA,  my  office  and  our  headquarters  office  needs  to  con- 
tinue to  work  closely  with  the  Corps  and  the  customers  to  perform 
our  regulatory  duties  and  we  are  committed  to  do  that. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  these  comments.  I  will 
be  glad  to  answer  questions. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  am  going  to  ask  a  few  questions  and  then  I  am 
going  to  move  on  to  my  colleagues  and  come  back  and  ask  other 
questions. 

First  for  the  record,  has  fecal  coliform  or  E.  coli  been  found,  veri- 
fied or  not,  at  any  point  at  the  plant  since  December? 

General  Genega.  Yes  it  has,  ma'am.  There  have  been  a  couple 
of  incidents  of  a  first  positive,  but  the  follow-ons  have  been  nega- 
tive and  there  has  been  no  correlation  with  testing  done  in  the  dis- 
tribution system. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  usual  are  these  first  positive  findings  at  the 
plant?  Are  they  rare? 

General  Genega.  They  are  not  uncommon,  ma'am.  I  would  not 
say  they  are  rare. 

Ms.  Norton.  Was  the  public  notified? 

General  Genega.  EPA  is  notified  every  time  we  have  that  posi- 
tive. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  there  no  obligation  to  notify  the  public  on  first 
positives  of  this  kind? 

General  Genega.  My  obligation  is  to  notify  EPA.  The  first  posi- 
tive, as  I  understand — and  I  will  defer  to  EPA  on  the  technical 
side — as  I  understand  it,  the  first  positive  is  not  considered  conclu- 
sive and  that  is  the  reason  for  the  automatic  action  to  take  a  sec- 
ond test. 
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If  that  test  were  positive,  then  in  fact  we  would  have  the  boiled 
water  notice  in  the  distribution  system  like  we  had  at  Woodson 
High  last  December.  But  the  first  positive  is  only  considered  indic-\ 
ative,  not  conclusive. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  many  times  have  there  been  first  positives 
found  since  December? 

General  Genega.  About  a  half  a  dozen  throughout  the  system, 
ma'am.  I  can  submit  for  the  record  the  particulars  of  those. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  wish  you  would. 

[The  information  received  follows:] 
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CECW-AL 


July  25,  1994 


Hearing  of  June  20,  1994  before 

House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 

Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment 

on 

Review  of  the  Operation  of  Water  Treatment  Facilities  for 
the  Metropolitan  Washington  Area 


The  following  list  identifies  the  number  of  Total  Coliform 
first  positive  samples  taken  within  the  major  water  distribution 
systems  served  by  the  Washington  Aqueduct  water  treatment 
facilities.   We  have  included  the  results  from  the  samples  taken 
in  June  1994. 

TOTAL  COLIFORM  POSITIVE  SAMPLES 


MONTH 

District  of 
Columbia 

DIS1 
Arlinqton 

PRIBUTION  SY£ 
Falls 
Church 

;tem 
National 
Airoort 

TOTAL: 

Dec,  1993 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1  : 

Jan,  1994 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  : 

Feb,  1994 

3 

2 

0 

2 

7  : 

Mar,  1994 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6  : 

Apr,  1994 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  : 

May,  1994 

0 

0 

0 

4 

4  : 

Jun,  1994 

12 

2 

1 

9 

24  : 

22 

4 

1 

15 

42  : 
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Ms.  Norton.  All  I  am  trying  to  do — Mr.  Laskowski,  perhaps  you 
can  be  helpful  on  this  question — is  get  a  point  of  reference  here  as 
between  our  system  and  other  systems  in  the  country.  Half  a  dozen 
first  positives  over  a  six-month  period;  what  does  that  indicate? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Let  me  try  to  be  responsive  to  that.  I  know  you 
asked  similar  questions  the  last  time  we  met  and  I  asked  my  staff 
if  we  could  get  a  better  handle  on  that. 

Throughout  these  systems,  there  are  usually  many  samples 
taken,  some  are  required  by  regulations  and  others  are  taken  just 
in  the  operations  of  a  plant.  I  think  as  I  understand  it,  there  has 
been  fecal  coliform  hits,  as  we  call  them,  in  the  plant. 

I  don't  know  the  exact  number.  It  is  not  unusual  to  occasionally 
get  these  hits.  Sometimes  you  have  problems  with  the  sampling 
equipment  and  that  is  why  rather  than  announcing  that  there  is 
a  problem,  you  want  to  confirm  there  is  a  problem. 

From  information  I  have,  I  am  aware  that  these  types  of  situa- 
tions happened  at  other  plants.  There  are  follow-ups  quite  often, 
you  don't  get  confirmation  that  there  is  a  problem. 

I  think  it  is  a  reason  to  be  vigilant  and  to  be  concerned  and  to 
make  sure  you  do  the  follow-up  test.  At  the  same  time,  we  encour- 
age the  Corps,  as  they  have  been,  to  take  additional  tests  through- 
out the  plant  and  throughout  the  system  and  not  just  simply  follow 
the  regulations,  but  go  beyond  them  and  take  still  additional  tests, 
which  they  have  done. 

If  occasionally  you  get  a  hit,  I  think  the  prudent  thing  to  do  is 
to  go  back  and  try  to  see  if  you  can  get  confirmation  of  that  or  not 
and  if  there  is  a  problem,  there  would  be  notification. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  haven't  given  me  a  frame  of  reference.  Perhaps 
I  will  ask  the  question  another  way.  What  was  the  source  of  the 
coliform  or  the  e.  coli  that  was  found  half  a  dozen  times  since  De- 
cember? Where  does  it  come  from?  Why  do  we  have  it  in  the  first 
place? 

General  Genega.  I  am  not  sure  I  am  qualified  to  answer  the 
question.  It  is  not  uncommon.  To  say  that  it  was  rare — what  is  rare 
is  the  second  positive  at  that  same  sample  point.  That  is  rare.  I 
think  that  would  be  a  fair  description. 

In  some  cases,  it  has  been  attributed  in  the  past  to  poor  sam- 
pling techniques.  That  is  a  training  issue  and  a  standard  operating 
procedure  issue  that  we  work  with  EPA  and  the  people  who  are 
trained 

Ms.  Norton.  After  the  four  investigations,  wouldn't  we  be  able 
to  eliminate  poor  sampling  techniques? 

General  Genega.  I  think  we  certainly  minimize  them,  ma'am. 
But  when  we  are  dealing  with  human  beings,  eliminate  may  be  too 
strong  a  word.  I  guess  that  would  be  the  desirable  state. 

Certainly  that  is  our  goal.  I  am  trying  to  offer  what  could  have 
been  a  contributing  factor  to  a  positive  reading. 

Ms.  Norton.  Let  me  tell  you  what  my  concern  is,  gentlemen.  I 
want  to  make  clear  that  I  am  not  alleging  that  there  was  any  prob- 
lem in  the  water.  Again  you  have  done  your  job.  That  way  we  have 
not  come  close  to  having  any  problem  in  the  water  since  December, 
That  is  very  important. 
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This  subcommittee  is  concerned  generally  with  the  notion  of  safe 
drinking  water.  It  is  one  of  the  acts  going  through  the  committee 
this  year. 

If  I  knew  that  it  was  not  unusual  in  the  United  States  to  have 
these  first  positives,  then  I  just  would  go  on  to  my  next  question, 
gentlemen.  My  problem  is  that  you  have  not  assured  me  or  the 
subcommittee  that  what  happened  in  the  first  six  months  was  not 
routine.  You  haven't  assured  me  that  it  is  any  different — ^that  it  is 
different  or  not  different  from  what  has  happened  with  water  sup- 
plies across  the  country. 

Therefore,  I  am  in  a  state  of  unreadiness,  particularly  when  I 
hear  that  sampling  techniques  are  often  the  problem,  yet  investiga- 
tions say  those  problems  should  have  been  eliminated. 

Mr.  Laskowski  is  right;  at  the  last  hearing,  in  order  to  fairly 
judge  you,  I  asked  for  context.  That  is  all  I  am  asking  for  now.  No 
lay  person  has  any  way  to  judge  whether  those  six  first  coliform 
and  e.  coli  findings  on  first  readings  had  any  significance  at  all. 

When  you  tell  me  there  are  six,  that  is  the  same  as  telling  me 
there  was  one.  I  don't  understand  what  it  means. 

Does  it  mean  that  we  have  difficulties  with  hazardous  water  gen- 
erally that  comes  into  the  plant?  Does  it  mean  that  there  is  still 
a  problem  in  the  plant?  Are  the  findings  of  these  first  readings 
things  that  you  can  do  anything  about? 

These  are  the  questions  that  your  answers  leave  me  with. 

General  Genega.  I  will  try  to  address  in  part  what  you  said  and 
then  defer  to  EPA  for  the  technical  side. 

Of  those  six,  there  were  no  E.  coli  positives.  Those  were  fecal 
positives.  On  the  sampling  techniques,  we  don't  know  in  any  par- 
ticular case  whether  the  sampling  technique  was  at  fault.  I  just  of- 
fered that  it  could  be  a  problem  with  the  sampling  technique. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  could  be  the  problem  with  the  sampling  tech- 
nique? 

General  Genega.  For  example,  if  the  sample  were  not  a  clean 
sample,  if  the  facility  from  which  it  were  taken  were  dirty,  it  could 
result  in  the  water  sample  indicating  it  was  dirty  when  in  fact  the 
facility,  the  water  fountain  itself,  was  perhaps  dirty.  We  really 
don't  know  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  go  back  to  the  source — to  the  facility  from 
which  you  got  the  water — or  do  you  simply  do  another  test? 

General  Genega.  No,  ma'am.  We  go  back  to  the  same  point  and 
do  another  test  and  additionally  when  we  have  a  first  positive,  we 
are  required  to  go  back  to  the  same  point  and  take  a  test.  Usually 
we  take  a  couple  of  other  tests  around  the  same  sections  of  the  dis- 
tribution system.  Again  because  we  don't  know  what  the  problem 
is  going  to  be  and  we  hope  to  maximize  the  amount  of  information, 
if  there  is  a  problem  on  that  second  go-round,  that  we  have. 

Lastly,  I  would  attempt  again  to  clarify  not  from  the  technical 
background  since  EPA  sets  the  standards,  but  as  I  understand  it, 
that  that  number  of  first  positives  is  not  unusual. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Let  me  say  that  I  don't  have  good  frequency 
data  because  that  frequency  data  is  not  required  to  be  reported  for 
all  samples  taken.  The  only  data  that  is  reported  is  samples  taken 
in  particular  locations  throughout  the  system.  So  we  have  data  on 
that,  but  these  additional  samples  that  have  been  taken,  all  well 


217 


run  systems,  would  take  additional  samples,  and  they  don't  nec- 
essarily have  to  report  them  to  EPA,  so  I  don't  have  the  frequency 
data. 

I  would  also  concur  that  it  is  not  unusual  to  get  positive  hits. 
Without  being  able  to  tell  you  what  the  frequency  of  these  hits  are, 
these  things  do  happen.  There  are  pollutants  that  sometimes  get 
through  the  system  or  there  could  be  monitoring  concerns.  I  would 
say  it  is  not  unusual  that  this  happens.  These  systems  are  not  per- 
fect yet. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you. 

Now,  there  have  been  reports  about  disciplinary  actions  that 
have  been  taken  affecting  nine  Corps  employees.  I  wish  you  would 
elaborate.  General  Genega,  on  the  conduct  for  which  they  were  dis- 
ciplined. I  am  less  concerned  with  that  than  I  am  with  the  discipli- 
nary action  that  was  taken,  although  I  would  like  you  to  elaborate 
upon  the  disciplinary  action  as  well. 

General  Genega.  There  were  nine  employees  that  were  dis- 
ciplined, four  non-supervisory,  five  supervisory.  Basically,  the  ge- 
neric issue  at  hand  was  nonperformance  of  required  duties,  derelic- 
tion of  duties,  if  you  will. 

Those  nine  disciplinary  actions 

Ms.  Norton.  Dereliction  of  what  duties?  What  was  the  conduct 
involved? 

General  Genega.  The  operator  erred  in  not  taking  appropriate 
actions  at  the  time  the  higher  turbidity  readings  were  taken. 

Ms.  Norton.  Why  did  they  not  do  so? 

General  Genega.  I  have  no  idea.  The  individual  operator  has 
been  quite  quiet  as  to  what  he  did  or  did  not  do  at  the  time.  Since 
he  was  the  only  one  in  the  facility,  I  suspect  we  will  never  know 
that.  He  has  performed  those  duties  in  excess  of  eight  years,  has 
had  to  take  those  actions  numerous  times,  so  from  our  perspective, 
we  were  quite  confident  that  he  knew  what  the  appropriate  actions 
were  and  many  times  in  the  past  had  taken  them. 

Ms.  Norton,  Had  he  performed  satisfactorily  up  to  the  time  of 
the  incident? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  When  you  questioned  him,  he  was  not  able  to  say 
why  he  did  not  take  the  action  he  had  taken  repeatedly  over  the 
years? 

General  Genega.  I  did  not  personally  question  him. 

Ms.  Norton.  You,  sir,  are  the  agency. 

General  Genega.  But  my  understanding  was  he  had  nothing  to 
offer.  That  may  well  have  been  on  advice  of  counsel  at  that  point. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  action  was  taken  as  to  him? 

General  Genega.  That  particular  individual — I  know  him  generi- 
cally,  but  I  don't  know  him  specifically — that  was  a  demotion, 
ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  is  he  not  at  that  facility  any  longer? 

General  Genega.  He  is  at  the  facility,  but  does  not  have  the 
same  duties.  He  was  demoted  and  put  into  less  responsible  by 
grade  duties. 

Ms.  Norton.  Go  ahead  with  the  others,  please. 

General  Genega.  The  operator  error  on  the  next  shift  of  not  hav- 
ing reviewed  the  indicators  from  the  previous  shift;  the  supervisory 
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responsibility  in  the  morning  to  have  reviewed  that  same  informa- 
tion; supervisory  lack  of  knowledge;  and  in  one  case,  the  supervisor 
did  not  have  knowledge  that  those  numbers  in  fact  were  a  violation 
of  EPA  surface  water  treatment  rule  standards. 

One  of  the  supervisors  did  not  have  that  knowledge. 

Ms.  Norton.  Did  that  go  to  training?  How  did  he  get  to  be  a  su- 
pervisor without  understanding  what  the  EPA  standards  were?  Do 
you  have  to  demonstrate  any  knowledge? 

General  Genega.  You  demonstrate  competence.  Prior  to  this 
time,  we  did  not  have  a  certification  program.  We  are  in  the  proc- 
ess of  implementing  a  certification  program.  By  the  end  of  this  year 
and  into  the  early  spring  1995,  we  will  be  able  to,  and  in  fact,  will 
have  tested  for  specific  bodies  of  knowledge  or  pieces  of  knowledge, 
if  you  will. 

Ms.  Norton.  Pending  certification  which  is  not  yet  in  place,  who 
is  doing  the  job  of  making  sure  that  EPA  standards  are  met? 

General  Genega.  The  supervisors  are  doing  that  job,  ma'am.  The 
additional  supervisor,  we  added  a  supervisor  on  each  shift. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  the  ones  who  are  doing  it  know  the  EPA  stand- 
ards? 

General  Genega.  There  is  no  one  there  that  does  not  know  the 
EPA  standards. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  certainly  was  in  December. 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  we  don't  have  a  certification  program  in  place 
yet.  Do  you  know  that  the  ones  who  are  supervising  now  know? 

General  Genega.  I  am  confident  that  that  is  the  case.  Yes, 
ma'am. 

Those  disciplinary  actions  ran  all  the  way  from  a  letter  of  ad- 
monishment to  several  of  the  employees  whose  transgressions  were 
significantly  less,  all  the  way  on  up  to  the  most  serious,  which  was 
both  a  suspension  and  a  demotion,  a  suspension  without  pay  for  a 
period  of  time  plus  a  demotion. 

These  disciplinary  actions  have  been  taken  and  finalized  within 
the  last  couple  of  months. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  will  turn  to  Mr.  Horn  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much.  Madam  Chairman. 

General,  let  me  ask  some  very  simple  questions.  I  was  not  here 
at  the  first  hearing,  maybe  they  have  all  been  gone  over.  When  you 
talk  about  a  sampling  process,  one  of  the  things  I  imagine  with 
your  two  basic  water  processing  facilities,  one  of  which  was  closed 
at  the  time  of  the  incident,  that  you  would  be  sampling  the  water 
that  is  going  after  processing  into  the  distribution  system. 

Now,  as  I  gather  from  the  answer  to  one  of  the  Chair's  questions, 
you  were  also  sampling  at  various  points  throughout  the  distribu- 
tion system.  In  very  simple  English,  how  does  that  process  work? 
How  often  are  they  to  sample? 

How  large  a  sample  is  it?  How  is  it  processed?  How  many  people 
have  to  be  involved  in  order  to  process  that  sample  and  read  the 
indicator  and  then  presumably  that  alerts  them  to  either  do  some- 
thing or  do  nothing? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  there  are  two  people  involved  who  ac- 
tually do  the  operation,  plus  another  individual  in  a  separate  facil- 
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ity  in  Dalecarlia  who  monitors  and  runs  the  pumps,  which  pump 
the  finished  water,  transmit  it  through  the  transmission  system  to 
the  distribution  systems  owned  by  the  respective  customers. 

There  are  three  people  at  the  McMillan  facility,  who,  by  the  way 
the  facility  is  configured,  share  those  duties,  so  that  is  the  number 
of  people  we  are  talking  about  that  are  concerned  with,  if  you  will, 
on  a  moment-by-moment  basis  of  reading  meters  and  taking  appro- 
priate actions. 

Additionally,  since  December,  I  would  add,  we  have  added  a  su- 
pervisor to  those  shifts.  We  had  supervisors  prior  to  that  time  but 
they  had  duties  in  addition  to  directly  supervising  those  individ- 
uals. Now  that  supervisor's  sole  responsibility  is  to  supervise  those 
individuals  in  the  execution  of  their  duties. 

Mr.  Horn.  And  that  is  24-hour  shift. 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct,  three  shifts  a  day  for  a  24-hour 
period,  yes,  sir.  Of  course,  the  bulk  of  the  work  force  that  does 
many,  many  other  duties,  including  the  administration  and  the 
technical  things  to  keep  the  plant  running,  of  course,  is  on  during 
the  normal  work  day  five  days  a  week,  and  then  as  required,  de- 
pending on  what  is  happening  there. 

Mr.  Horn.  Well,  what  do  they  actually  do  now?  Is  this  a  random 
sample?  Is  this  an  hourly  time  sample?  How  often  does  that  proc- 
ess go  on? 

General  Genega.  We  have  a  number  of  tests  and  in  fact  in  the 
course  of  a  month,  the  number  of  tests,  at  for  example  a  plant  like 
Dalecarlia,  numbers  in  the  thousands.  When  we  measured  turbid- 
ity of  raw  water,  for  example,  that  reading  is  taken  hourly.  The 
readings  on  filters,  on  the  turbidity  coming  off  filters,  is  taken 
hourly.  The  Cryptosporidium  testing  that  we  just  began  doing,  that 
Mr.  Laskowski  mentioned,  that  we  just  started  doing  regularly  is 
done  once  a  month,  and  literally  across  the  spectrum  depending  on, 
I  guess  it  is  fair  to  say,  the  risk  associated  with  it. 

EPA  has  set  various  standards  for  the  frequency  of  testing  and 
the  type  of  testing  to  be  done.  We  test  monthly  and  quarterly,  for 
example,  in  the  raw  water  for  certain  types  of  metals  and  pes- 
ticides and  report  those  results  to  EPA. 

So  it  does  run  the  gamut  from  the  extreme,  if  you  will,  extreme 
high  frequency  being  the  hourly  tests,  all  the  way  on  up  to  monthly 
and  quarterly  tests  which  are  used  for  different  purposes. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  there  a  desk  manual  that  goes  with  each  of  those 
monitoring  jobs,  so  they  know  specifically  what  to  do  and  if  one  or 
both  of  them  are  ill  there  is  some  way  the  Corps  or  the  operator 
of  that  plant  can  immediately  send  somebody  in  to  go  down  the 
routine? 

General  Genega.  There  is  now.  What  existed  in  December  was 
inadequate,  in  our  judgment  and  in  the  judgment  of  EPA.  We  have 
significantly  tightened  those  procedures  and  then,  in  fact,  added 
the  supervisor,  whose,  again,  sole  focus  on  supervision  is  those  op- 
erators and  those  operations,  yes,  sir, 

Mr.  Horn.  At  the  once  a  month  standard  for  determining  metals 
coming  from  the  source;  namely,  the  Potomac  River,  that  does  not 
leave  you  much  time  to  do  something  about  it  if  that  went  through 
the  system  and  out  into  the  distribution  system  29  days  before. 
How  do  we  deal  with  something  like  that? 
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General  Genega.  I  would  have  to  defer  to  EPA,  but  I  believe  the 
purpose  of  that  test  is  not  so  much  to  judge  the  quality  of  the  prod- 
uct water  that  we  are  placing  into  the  distribution  system,  but 
rather  to  indicate  to  the  EPA  watershed  conditions  and  watershed 
conditions  across  the  country  that  might  in  fact  lead  them  to  speci- 
fy future  requirements  for  either  treatment  or  standards  of  finished 
product. 

Stan? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  That  is  accurate.  The  filters  should  take  out  any 
chryptosporidium,  hopefully,  in  the  system.  Although,  as  the  Gen- 
eral indicated,  we  are  still  trying  to  get  additional  information 
throughout  the  country.  And  the  reason  we  ask  the  Corps  to  get 
a  jump-start  on  this  and  start  taking  these  samples  even  now  is 
we  want  to  get  background  information.  If,  God  forbid,  something 
did  happen  similar  to  the  December  incident,  we  wanted  to  have 
background  information  as  to  how  likely  it  is  that 
chryptosporidium  is  in  the  raw  water  supply  coming  out  of  the 
river. 

Mr.  Horn.  Let  me  ask  you,  do  we  have  a  sufficient  reservoir  sup- 
ply where  we  are  assured  that  this  is  properly  treated,  free  of  the 
more  dangerous  contaminants  that  cause  some  of  these  illnesses, 
diseases,  where  should  you  find  something  wrong  in  the  inflow,  you 
can  immediately  stop  that  from  going  through  the  system  and  re- 
lease what  you  have  in  the  reservoirs  into  the  system? 

Is  there  a  way  we  deal  with  that?  Do  we  often  do  that,  where 
you  have  assured  supply  somewhere  that  are  properly  treated,  are 
safe,  met  all  the  tests,  that  you  can  then  pump  into  the  system  if 
you  had  some  situation  that  caused  what  has  concerned  us  here? 
How  does  that  work? 

General  Genega.  The  reservoirs  that  we  have  contain  about  a 
24-hour  supply.  That  varies  obviously  depending  on  the  time  of  the 
year  and  on  water  usages  by  the  customers,  but  approximately  a 
24-hour  supply. 

A  part  of  the  capital  improvements  would  allow  us  to  bleed  off, 
if  you  will,  finished  product  rather  than  send  it  into  the  reservoirs. 
We  do  not  have  that  capability  at  the  moment. 

Our  thrust  has  been  on  this  corrective  action,  and  particularly  on 
the  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  and  the  proposals  that 
we  have  in  the  capital  improvements  program,  is  to  take  the  steps 
such  that  we  have  a  couple  of  opportunities  during  the  treatment 
process  to  make  sure  and  significantly  decrease  the  likelihood  that 
we  have  a  problem  that  we  cannot  deal  with  in  the  treatment  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  Horn.  Let  me  just  move  to  legislation  for  a  minute.  The 
Corps  is  I  guess  the  oldest  lobb5dst  that  Congress  has  faced  over 
two  centuries,  and  it  is  always,  I  have  found,  been  very  knowledge- 
able as  to  who  is  doing  what  to  whom  up  here. 

I  take  it  the  Corps,  the  Army,  fully  support  Mr.  Moran's  idea  and 
Senator  Warner's  idea  of  a  Federal  financing  bank  from  which  you 
could  draw  funds,  in  the  bond  sense  that  a  municipality  can,  to 
build  these  facilities,  or  has  the  Corps  taken  a  position  on  that? 

General  Genega.  We  have,  sir.  We  are  very  appreciative  of  the 
difficulty  that  the  customers  would  have  in  meeting  the  present 
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pay-as-you-go  up-front  financing  and  we  understand  that  very 
clearly. 

My  major  concern  is  what  I  have  not  yet  been  able  to  resolve  be- 
tween 0MB  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  which  is  a  dis- 
pute as  to  how  that  scores,  if  you  will,  on  my  budget. 

I  am  vitally  concerned  if  the  amount  of  money  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  could  reach  $400  or  $500  million  in  the  next  10  years 
and  if  it  were  to  be  scored  against  my  budget,  there  would  be  some 
very  significant  things  that  we  would  intend  to  do  in  the  normal 
course  of  our  program  that  we  would  be  unable  to  do. 

There  is  a  dispute,  as  I  understand  it,  between  0MB  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  as  to  whether  or  not  and  in  fact  how 
that  would  score. 

Certainly,  I  am  supportive  of  the  need  to  amortize  those  costs, 
since  they  are  very,  very  significant  costs  and  would  have  probably 
more  significant  impacts  than  could  be  borne  by  the  water  cus- 
tomers. 

Mr.  Horn.  What  is  the  0MB  position? 

General  Genega.  The  OMB's  position  at  this  point,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  that  it  would  score  on  my  budget. 

Mr.  Horn.  Would  score  how  much;  when? 

General  Genega.  In  the 

Mr.  Horn.  In  the  four  or  five-year  period. 

General  Genega.  In  the  next  five  years,  we  are  probably  talking 
on  the  order  of  $150  to  $200  million. 

Mr.  Horn.  And  the  CBO's  position? 

General  Genega.  My  understanding  is  the  CBO  position  is  the 
only  part  that  would  be  reflected  in  my  budget,  would  be  the  cost 
of  that  financing,  that  is  the  annual. 

Mr.  Horn.  Annual  appropriation  to  back  it  up? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  to  service  that,  if  you  will.  And  so  that 
would  be  on  the  order  of  several  millions  of  dollars.  And  I  would 
find  that  proposal  to  be  very  reasonable. 

Mr.  Horn.  We  usually  listen  to  CBO  up  here  anyhow. 

Last  question  goes  back  to  when  this  crisis  occurred.  You  prob- 
ably went  over  it.  Since  a  lot  of  the  generals  in  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers drink  the  same  water  we  drink  around  here,  did  anybody  just 
pick  up  the  phone  and  say,  what  are  you  guys  doing  down  there? 

General  Genega.  Did  anyone  do  that  but  me,  sir? 

Mr.  Horn.  Did  the  hierarchy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  just  say, 
hey,  what  is  going  on,  folks;  either  because  they  tasted  it — I  was 
not  here  then.  I  was  back  in  California,  as  a  good  Representative 
should  be  in  your  home  district,  so  I  didn't  go  through  this  crisis. 
But,  obviously,  I  worried  about  it,  as  one  that  is  technically  a 
fourth  generation  Washingtonian. 

So  did  any  general  say  to  the  people  operating  that  plant,  what 
are  you  guys  doing;  or  you  didn't  know  it  was  occurring? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  I  did,  and  I  am  sure  they  might  de- 
scribe what  I  said  in  that  description  as  being  kind.  But,  yes,  we 
have  taken  a  very  hard  look  at  it.  I  have  personally  spent  a  fair 
amount  of  energy  since  that  time.  I  have  spent  a  fair  amount  of 
time  with  the  Honorable  Togo  West,  Secretary  of  the  Army,  who 
feels  a  great  deal  of  responsibility  for  the  incident. 
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So  I  think  in  answer  to  your  question,  I  will  tell  you  that  the  sen- 
ior leadership  of  the  Army  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
spent  a  fair  amount  of  time  on  ensuring  adl  of  what  I  have  testified 
to  today. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Horn.  Actually,  I 
thought  Mr.  Horn  was  going  to  ask  both  of  you  gentlemen  if  either 
of  you  used  bottled  water.  I  shall  not  require  a  response  to  that. 

General  Genega.  I  would  happy  to  respond  that  I  drink  the 
water  that  is  pumped  into  20  Massachusetts  Avenue,  the  Paluski 
Building,  which  comes  from  Dalecarlia,  every  day. 

Ms.  Norton.  Ms.  Byrne. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you.  I  just  have  a  couple  of  short  questions. 
Are  we  still  keeping  our  log,  our  operating  log  in  pencil? 

General  Genega.  We  have  changed  to  ink,  but,  ma'am,  there  is 
no  requirement  across  the  country  to  use  ink  in  those  logs. 

Ms.  Byrne.  No,  but  you  understand  my  concern  about  it,  don't 
you? 

General  Genega.  Well,  ma'am,  I  am  not  sure  I  do.  I  guess  the 
concern  might  be  is  that  with  pencil  we  could  change  a  record.  I 
guess  that  would  be  the  concern.  I  have  not  spoken  to  you  person- 
ally about  it.  Is  that  the  concern,  ma'am? 

Ms.  Byrne.  It  is  my  concern.  And  given  the  situation  surround- 
ing the  December  incident,  that  you  assured  me  at  the  last  hear- 
ing, for  example,  that  there  was  absolutely  no  shortage  of  alum. 
You  sat  there  and  assured  me  that  there  was  no  shortage  of  alum. 
Do  you  recall  that? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  I  do. 

Ms.  Byrne.  But  that  was  not  true,  was  it? 

General  Genega.  It  was  true  there  was  adequate  alum.  There 
was  a  problem  with  the  contract,  ma'am.  We  had  gone  to  emer- 
gency contracting  procedures  and  we  did  not  have  the  usual 
stockage  level,  but  we  had  adequate  alum  for  the  purpose  at  hand. 

Normally,  we  require  a  higher,  minimum  stockage  level.  We 
never  ran  out  of  alum.  So  in  that  sense,  if  I  misled  you,  I  apologize. 
We  were  in  fact  below  our  minimum  stockage  levels  but  in  fact  we 
did  have  alum  adequate  for  the  task  at  hand. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Would  that  have  some  influence  on  the  operator  in 
not  putting  the  chemicals  in  as  quickly  as  possible  knowing  that 
you  did  not  have  a  full  supply? 

General  Genega.  There  has  been  no  indication  that  that  was  the 
case  from  the  operators. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Well,  my  point  being  that  I  am  glad  we  have 
switched  to  ink. 

General  Genega.  Well,  I  am  also,  ma'am. 

I  guess  I  would  also  add  one  other  comment.  There  are  two  major 
issues  here,  one  was  the  violation  that  we  reported  in  September, 
and  then  the  violation  that  we  reported  in  December  while  we  were 
using  pencil  entries  and  we  self-reported  both  of  those.  So  I  appre- 
ciate your  concern,  and  we  have  in  fact  changed  to  ink,  but  I  think 
it  is  important  to  note  that  we  in  fact  self-reported  both  of  those 
violations. 
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Ms.  Byrne.  Well,  I  understand  that.  It  is  just  easier  for  things 
to  get  smudged  and  be  less  clear  if  we  do  not  have  them  in  a  leg- 
ible kind  of  medium  like  pen. 

Ms.  Norton.  Would  the  gentlewoman  yield  for  a  comment? 

Ms.  Byrne.  I  yield  to  the  Chair. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  is  an  appearance  problem.  The  gentlewoman 
is  not  impuning  your  integrity,  but  public  records  are  not  kept  in 
pencil. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  I  understand  they  are  now  kept  in 
ink,  and  some  of  the  records,  in  fact  now — and  this  will  be  in  par- 
ticular in  the  1995-1996  time  frame  on  the  capital  improvements 
program — there  will  be  a  continuous  computer  recording  of  those 
readings,  in  fact  with  the  computer  pen  like  device  like  an  EKG  or 
some  such  thing.  So  in  fact  we  are  moving  in  that  direction  even 
more  so.  It  will  not  be  done  manually,  even  in  ink,  within  the  next 
couple  of  years  by  an  individual,  as  is  now  the  case. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  appearance  problem,  I  think,  was  the  major 
problem  there;  not  that  anyone  had  made  any  allegation  about  how 
the  records  were  kept. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chair,  and  I  am  glad  to  hear  we 
are  moving  toward  I  guess  what  have  been  described  as  group  dis- 
cussions with  the  labor  and  employee  problems  that  we  have  had 
at  the  plant. 

Is  there  going  to  be  some  kind  of  follow-up?  Are  we  going  to  go 
to  some  kind  of  conflict  resolution,  some  kind  of  immediate  cre- 
ations between  labor  and  management?  Because,  as  you  know,  I 
had  expressed  serious  concerns  about  personnel  policies  at 
Dalecarlia.  I  still  have  those  concerns.  I  don't  think  that  a  few  days 
of  group  discussions,  I  guess  is  what  you  call  them,  are  really  going 
to  address  the  seed  of  the  problem  there.  Are  we  going  to  continue 
with  some  kind  of  mediation  there? 

General  Genega.  Well,  again,  ma'am,  if  I  represented  that  we 
only  did  two  days,  I  apologize.  We  certainly  started  with  that.  We 
have  continued  ongoing  efforts.  The  district  commander  has  met 
down  there  quarterly.  The  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  Chief  is 
meeting  monthly  with  employees  who  wish  to  come  in.  Addition- 
ally, General  Chinen  recently  asked  the  commander  of  the  Norfolk 
District,  Colonel  Perkins,  to  come  in  and  conduct  a  walk-around 
look,  and  talk  with  people. 

We  have  set  up  a  Water  Resources  Council,  where  we  have  rep- 
resentatives from  each  of  the  functions  to  sit  down  and  discuss 
with  management,  safety  or  management-related  problems.  We 
have  taken  all  of  the  issues  where  we  have  made  changes,  for  ex- 
ample, the  job  descriptions,  the  increased  supervisors,  and  the  cer- 
tification program,  and  we  have  run  those  by  the  union  representa- 
tives and  have  gotten  concurrence  with  all  of  those. 

So  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  ma'am,  that  we  have  a  very  proactive 
employee  and  management,  including  union  and  management  rela- 
tionship under  way. 

Ms.  Byrne.  That  is  encouraging,  thank  you. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Just  one  question  for  Mr.  Laskowski.  Sorry  I  butch- 
ered your  name  in  the  first  place.  I  should  know  better. 
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On  your  on-site  inspections,  have  you  uncovered  any  potential 
problems  in  terms  of  toxins  in  dumping?  I  mean,  are  you  aware  of 
anything  that  has  been  happening  at  that  plant  that  could  be  a  po- 
tential problem  in  dumping  or  things  that  are  going  on  there  be- 
sides just  the  treatment  of  water? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  No,  and  you  mentioned  that  last  time  and  we 
talked  about  with  our  staff  and  we  reviewed  the  Corps'  records  and 
we  are  not  aware  of  anything.  We  found  nothing  there. 

Ms.  Byrne.  When  we  did  the  examination  of  the  PCB,  for  PCB 
contamination,  did  we  do  a — was  it  a  flyover  examination?  Be- 
cause, as  you  know,  if  these  have  been  in  the  ground  for  a  long 
time  they  start  to  dissipate  and  only  by  looking  from  a  higher  level 
can  you  see  the  pattern  that  has  been  developed  with  the  PCB? 
Was  that  the  kind  of  investigation  or  was  it  just  soil  samples? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  think  it  was  a  flyover  that  I  am  aware 
of.  I  don't  think  that  was  done. 

Ms.  Byrne.  OK. 

General  Genega.  Ma'am,  it  included  specific  tests,  sampling  of 
soils  and  tests  at  those  sites  and  all  around  those  sites,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  rules  we  generally  apply  as  to  distances  that  things 
might  have  moved.  That  was  done  by  an  outside  consultant. 

Additionally,  the  commander  did  an  internal  investigation  with 
the  employees  who  had  made  those  allegations  to  attempt  to  iden- 
tify the  specific  actions  and  in  specific  locations  at  which  those  ac- 
tivities were  alleged.  Every  one  of  those  sites  was  so  examined  and 
we  have  provided  copies  of  both  that  internal  examination  and  the 
consultants's  report  to  EPA  and  I  believe  to  the  subcommittee, 
ma'am.  I  will  have  to  verify  that,  and  if  I  have  not  done  so,  I  would 
do  so  before  the  end  of  the  day. 

Ms.  Byrne.  I  would  like  that.  I  would  like  that.  Thank  you,  Gen- 
eral. No  more  questions. 

[The  information  referred  to  is  retained  in  Subcommittee's  files.] 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Moran. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairwoman. 

I  would  begin  by  asking  a  question  of  Mr.  Laskowski  who  is  the 
representative  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

There  are  two  comparable  communities  right  across  the  Potomac 
River.  Both  of  them  used  to  be  part  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
They  both  are  inhabited  by  some  of  the  most  wonderful  people  in 
the  world  in  Alexandria  and  Arlington,  and  I  happen  to  represent 
both  of  them.  But  there  is  a  distinction  between  Aj-lington  and  Al- 
exandria in  their  anxiety  level  about  the  water  that  they  use. 

Arlington  is  justifiably  concerned  about  the  quality  of  that  water 
and  yet  Alexandria  has  never  had  a  concern.  The  difference  is  the 
source,  apparently.  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  Alexandria  water 
supply  has  ever  experienced  something  such  as  you  described 
where  you  have  had  initial  positive  readings  of  E.  coli  bacteria  six 
times  in  the  last  six  months?  Has  that  ever  occurred  with  the 
water  source,  Mr.  Laskowski,  that  Alexandria  and  other  parts  of 
Fairfax  use,  the  Virginia  American  Water  Company,  which  is  a  pri- 
vate corporation? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  know,  sir,  but  we  could  go  back  and  try 
to  get  those  records  and  respond  to  that,  if  you  like. 
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Mr.  MORAN.  I  would  very  much  appreciate  it.  Because  my  under- 
standing is  that  there  has  not  been.  And  so  while  we  are  told  that 
we  can  pretty  well  discount  these  findings  from  the  Dalecarlia 
water  supply,  that  they  are  not  anything  to  be  particularly  con- 
cerned about,  I  think  it  is  certainly  fair  to  determine  if  that  is  com- 
parable with  other  jurisdictions.  We  ought  not  pick  on  the 
Dalecarlia  just  because  we  happen  to  have  greater  visibility  given 
to  it,  but  if  in  fact  it  is  not  comparable  to  the  supply  that  other 
jurisdictions  just  next  door  have  available  to  them,  then  that  ought 
to  be  made  known. 

Now,  there  is  clearly  a  difference  between  the  two  organizations 
that  supply  the  water.  One  is  private  and  one  is  able  to  borrow 
over  a  long  period  of  time.  Although  the  rates  keep  going  up,  and 
they  go  up  too  high,  the  point  is  that  they  do  not  force  us  to  pay 
exorbitant  rates  at  the  front  end  for  substantial  capital  improve- 
ment costs. 

That  is  not  the  case  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  And  I 
want  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  users  of  the  water  sup- 
ply for  D.C.,  Arlington,  and  Falls  Church  are  disadvantaged  by  the 
fact  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  responsible  for  their 
water  supply  and  is  not  able  to  use  a  reasonable,  responsible  fiscal 
policy  in  terms  of  capital  improvements.  That  may  be  the  basic 
problem. 

So  it  is  not  your  fault  individually,  but  there  is  some  real  fault 
if  the  Federal  Government  is  enforcing  a  system  that  simply  does 
not  make  sense  and  as  a  result  the  users  of  the  water  supply  are 
paying  a  price  for  a  policy  that  is  irrational. 

Now,  I  was  interested  to  hear  that  you  suggest.  General  Genega, 
that  my  upper  limit  of  300  million,  and  I  just  threw  that  in  think- 
ing that  is  a  little  exaggeration,  gets  a  little  attention,  I  thought 
certainly  they  will  not  come  anj^where  close  to  $300  million,  and 
you  are  correct  to  say  300  million  may  in  fact  be  on  the  low  side 
of  the  cost  of  the  kind  of  modernization  that  this  plant  needs.  That 
is  of  great  concern,  because  if  that  is  the  case,  then  we  are  talking 
about  local  water  rates  going  up  through  the  ceiling  to  pay  for  that, 
if  it  has  to  be  paid  for  on  the  front  end  instead  of  being  able  to  fi- 
nance in  the  ways  that  corporate  utilities  are  able  to  finance.  So 
it  is  going  to  make  it  politically  unacceptable  to  do  what  is  politi- 
cally necessary. 

Ajid  your  comment  that  you  cannot  endorse  this  legislation  that 
you  desperately  need  because  0MB  refuses  to  take  a  rational  atti- 
tude with  regard  to  scoring,  which  there  are  only — I  don't  imagine 
most  of  the  audience  will  know  what  we  are  talking  about  in  scor- 
ing, but  it  is  this  arcane  method  of  determining  when  the  financing 
actually  hits  you,  what  fiscal  year. 

We  were  told,  and  this  administration  has  been  wonderful  about 
trying  to  distinguish  between  expenditures  and  investments,  but  if 
0MB  cannot  understand  the  difference  between  this  investment 
and  the  ordinary  annual  expenditures  that  are  required  for  operat- 
ing costs,  then  I  am  greatly  disappointed.  If  that  is  the  decision  of 
0MB,  that  is  a  stupid  decision,  and  I  would  hope  that  this  will  get 
back  to  the  folks  at  0MB  to  understand  that  they  need  to  take  an- 
other look  at  this  very  quickly. 
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And  the  fact  CBO  is  oftentimes  intransigent  on  those  sorts  of 
things  and  understands  this  is  something  that  clearly  needs  to  be 
financed  over  a  period  of  years,  is  all  the  more  reason  that  0MB 
needs  to  take  another  look  at  this. 

I  just  assumed  that  you  were  going  to  endorse  this  legislation, 
and  if  you  have  to  be  evasive  about  your  support  for  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation,  we  still  have  some  real  problems. 

Now,  General  Genega,  do  you  have  any  comment  on  that  before 
I  get  going  here? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  I  may  not  have  been  clear  about  it.  My 
intent  was  not  to  be  evasive  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination.  I 
fully  understand  your  issue  about  the  impact  of  that  up-front  fi- 
nancing and  the  significance  of  those  dollars  relative  to  what  our 
typical  budget  is.  Believe  me,  I  understand  that.  Please  be  assured 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  comply  with  that  law,  whatever 
that  law  is,  whatever  that  law  comes  out 

Mr.  MORAN.  Well,  that  is  being  evasive.  Mr.  Horn  asked  you  are 
you  endorsing  the  legislation  or  not  and  you  were  just  as  evasive 
in  answering  him. 

What  is  the  answer,  yes  or  no?  You  say  you  will  support  the  law 
but  everybody  has  to  obey  the  law.  That  is  not  going  to  any  great 
extent  in  support. 

General  GENEGA.  At  this  point,  sir,  given  my  druthers  and  my 
professional  judgment  in  my  capacity,  my  comment  would  be  no  be- 
cause of  the  impact  on  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget. 

Mr.  MORAN.  OK.  Now,  you  have  told  us  that  you  need  this  and 
that  you  want  this  and  in  the  same  breath  you  are  telling  us  that 
you  cannot  support  it.  Is  that  correct? 

General  Genega.  Sir,  I  have  told  you  that  is  what  is  necessary 
to  achieve  the  state-of-the-art  treatment  facility  at  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  in  accordance  with  the  Malcolm  Pirnie  efforts,  coordi- 
nated with  EPA  and  the  customers.  That  is  necessary  to  achieve 
that  end. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Do  you  think  that  is  a  desirable  end  to  achieve  a 
state-of-the-art  facility? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  certainly  for  the  Nation's  capital. 

Mr.  Moran.  It  is? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Moran.  So  you  support  that? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Moran.  Do  you  see  any  other  means  of  achieving  that  desir- 
able end  than  this  type  of  legislation  which  enables  you  to  borrow 
the  money  up  front? 

General  Genega.  No,  sir.  I  would  hope  that  borrowing  would  be 
such  it  would  not  impact  on  other  programs.  But  I  agree  with  you, 
the  impact  on  the  customers  to  do  it  with  up-front  financing  is 
probably  fiscally  not  possible,  politically  undesirable  but  fiscally 
probably  not  possible.  And  so  some  sort  of  relief  legislation,  in  fact, 
allowing  an  operation  as  the  other  water  treatment  facilities  or 
utilities  operate  in  this  country  would  be  entirely  appropriate. 

My  concern  is  very  narrow  and  is  directed  to  a  program  I  am 
charged  with  la3dng  out  the  impacts  for  and  that  is  my  intention 
here. 
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Mr.  MORAN.  OK.  Now  I  want  to  be  absolutely  clear  on  your  an- 
swer. You  said  that  this  is  a  desirable  goal  with  which  you  com- 
pletely agree? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  You  also  said  that  that  is  probably  the  only  way  to 
reach  that  desirable  goal  with  which  you  agree;  right? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  we  need  a  means  to  finance  it  other- 
wise. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Now,  we  have  those  two  points.  But  then  your  third 
point  says,  but  I  do  not  support  it.  And  you  say  because  of  a  nar- 
row interest.  Have  you  recommended  strongly  to  0MB  that  they 
take  another  look  at  this?  In  other  words,  did  you  recommend  to 
0MB  that  they  accept  this  method  of  financing  and  endorse  this 
legislation? 

Greneral  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  I  did,  and  there  are  still  ongoing  dis- 
cussions between  OMB  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  as  to 
how  that  is  going  to  go  on.  I  don't  think  it  is  a  hard  and  fast  line 
or  wall,  if  you  will,  between  OMB  and  CBO  at  this  point.  The  dis- 
cussions are  ongoing. 

Again,  my  intent,  sir,  is  not  to  be  evasive  at  all,  but  my  intent 
is  only  to  clearly  make  sure  that  the  subcommittee  and  its  Mem- 
bers understand  the  impact  on  other  programs  for  which  I  have  re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Well,  I  understand  the  impact  and  we  do  not  want 
to  gut  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  ability  to  carry  out  its  other  activi- 
ties. 

But  would  you  agree.  Madam  Chairwoman,  and  Mr.  Horn,  that 
these  discussions  might  be  enhanced  if  they  included  the  legislative 
branch? 

Ms.  Norton.  Let  me  just  say,  Mr.  Moran,  I  couldn't  agree  more. 
The  committee  has  a  scoring  bill  that  comes  out  of  OMB's  intran- 
sigence on  the  scoring  issue.  It  is  bad  enough  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment does  not  have  a  capital  budget,  but  when  we  require  agen- 
cies to  carry  out  capital  improvements  and  score  them  as  we  score 
basic  operations,  we  are  at  varismce  with  every  other  sane  entity 
in  the  United  States  of  America. 

So  some  of  this  does  flow  from  the  OMB  decision  and  the  bill  is 
moving  through  committee  and  I  think  it  will  be  necessary. 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  appreciate  that  comment  at  the  end,  too,  that  it 
is  at  variance  with  every  other  sane  committee  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  That  might  be  another  way  of  saying  it  is  a  stu- 
pid policy  as  well.  But  I  tWnk  a  much  more  tactful  way  of  saying 
that.  So  that  needs  to  be  changed. 

We  need  the  support  of  the  Administration  for  this  legislation 
and  we  need  to  get  on  the  stick  here  and  get  this  plant  modernized. 
It  is  not  fair  for  the  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  Arling- 
ton or  Falls  Church. 

I  do  not  see,  and  I  agree  with  you,  that  there  is  any  other  way 
of  achieving  this  objective  than  letting,  enabling  you  to  borrow  the 
money  long-term.  It  has  to  be  done.  Should  have  been  done  years 
ago.  If  it  had  been  done  years  ago  regardless  of  the  personnel  prob- 
lems and  so  on,  I  do  not  think  we  would  have  had  this  situation, 
and  I  hope  you  will  take  that  message  back  to  OMB,  and  I  am  cer- 
tainly going  to  talk  to  the  people  that  deal  with  the  Army  Corps 
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of  Engineers.  I  know  this  is  a  Public  Works  Committee,  is  very 
much  on  board  here. 

Madam  Chairwoman,  I  have  about  three  dozen  elected  officials 
from  Prince  William  County  and  Manassas  who  want  to  talk,  I  sus- 
pect about  Mickey  Mouse  and  other  things  that  are  happening  out 
there,  that  have  been  waiting  since  10:30,  so  I  will  have  to  leave 
this  hearing,  but  a  couple  of  things  that  I  had  wanted  to  ask  of  the 
local  officials  is  what  impact  it  would  in  fact  have  on  the  water 
rates  if  the  financing  were  done  up  front,  and  there  is  an  additional 
subsidy  cost,  which  is  about  10  percent  so  that  is  another  $25  mil- 
lion that  would  have  to  be  paid  by  the  users  of  the  water  supply 
system.  That  ought  to  be  addressed. 

But  one  other  point  that  I  wanted  to  ask  of  Mr.  Mallett,  Madam 
Chairwoman,  is  that  since  the  District  has  a  $58  million  surplus 
in  its  water  and  sewer  fund,  if  there  is  any  possibility  of  borrowing 
from  that  fund  to  meet  some  of  our  infrastructure  costs  here?  I  do 
not  know  what  would  be  entailed  in  using  some  of  this  surplus  to 
finance  capital  improvements.  It  does  seem  to  be  a  relevant  source 
of  money. 

But  that  is  something  I  wanted  to  ask  of  Mr.  Mallett.  I  am  sure 
you  are  familiar  with  it. 

Ms.  Norton.  Although,  Mr.  Moran,  you  will  note,  I  am  sure,  and 
take  the  functional  equivalent  of  judicial  notice,  that  the  words 
"District  of  Columbia"  and  "surplus"  do  not  go  together. 

Mr.  MORAN.  No,  no.  I  think  that  is  a  fair — there  is  a  reserve, 
though,  of  $58  million.  Now  it  is  probably  lOUs,  when  you  really 
get  into  it,  but  on  the  books  it  looks  as  though  there  is  a  surplus, 
but  I  agree  there  certainly  seems  to  be  an  oxymoron  there,  D.C.- 
surplus.  But  that  is  something  I  just  wanted  to  explore,  and  I  sus- 
pect the  Chairwoman  will. 

I  appreciate  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  concern  about  this.  I  wish 
you  could  have  been  able  to  be  more  forthright  in  your  support  of 
this  very  needed  legislation  which  you  agree  has  to  be  passed  and 
is  the  only  way  to  bring  about  the  objective  that  we,  on  which  we 
agree,  and  I  would  be  interested  to  know,  to  see  EPA's  comparison 
of  the  water  supplies  for  two  very  similar  jurisdictions,  side  by  side, 
both  along  the  Potomac  River,  but  getting  different  sources  of 
water. 

And  I  thank  you  very  much  for  your  indulgence,  Madam  Chair- 
woman and  Mr.  Horn. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Before  the  gentleman  leaves,  I  think  given  the  di- 
lemma faced  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  with  0MB  saying  we  will 
hold  against  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  the  expenditures  for 
this  needed  work  for  the  Nation's  capital  and  the  metropolitan  area 
around  it,  I  would  think  some  creative  financing  by  Congress,  so 
we  do  not  have  all  the  Representatives  of  the  50  States  voting 
against  this,  would  be  to  create  it  within  the  District  of  Columbia 
government  through  the  District  of  Columbia  budget,  not  scored 
against  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget,  but  with  only  the  capacity 
to  contract  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  see  that  the  work  is 
done,  and  get  it  out  of  anj^hing  to  do  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  terms  of  basic  financing. 
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But  that  would  simply  be  a  way  to  transfer  the  money  ultimately 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  contract  under  that  authority. 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  and  if  I  might  comment  on  that,  that 
is  the  basis  of  the  discussions  ongoing  right  now  with  Corps'  coun- 
sel. The  customers  have  been  involved,  as  well  as  the  Corps,  0MB 
and  CBO.  That  is  the  basis  to  attempt  to  achieve  that  end. 

Mr.  Horn.  Right.  Because  I  want  the  Los  Angeles  River  Flood 
Control  Project  to  go  through  and  the  poison  plume  in  the  San  Ga- 
briel River  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  I  am  willing  to  boil  water  if 
I  have  to  in  the  District  of  Columbia  to  assure  that. 

Mr.  MORAN.  There  are  some  conflicting  concerns  here  based  on 
parochial  interests. 

Mr.  Horn.  Let  me  ask  two  remaining  questions,  and  maybe  EPA 
is  the  expert  on  this,  but.  General,  I  would  appreciate  your  com- 
ments, also. 

I  am  told  that  in  the  previous  hearing  the  question  was  to  what 
degree  can  one,  does  one  need  to  boil  the  water  to  be  assured  that 
it  is  bacteria  free  of  whatever  bacteria  we  are  talking  about  at  that 
time?  And  I  am  told  the  EPA  said  boil  it  one  minute  and  some  of 
the  Virginia  water  authorities  said  boil  it  for  10  minutes. 

Let  me  throw  in  as  a  person  that  has  been  a  frequent  visitor  to 
India  over  the  years,  there  you  boil  it  20  minutes  if  you  want  to 
really  be  sure. 

Now,  is  there  some  sensible  rule  that  we  have  asked  the  sci- 
entific community  to  come  up  with  in  these  situations?  Do  we  boil 
it  1,  10,  or  20? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Excuse  me,  I  was  just  getting  some  expert  ad- 
vice here. 

Mr.  Horn.  Sure. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  There  was  a  problem  last  time,  as  you  indicated, 
and  I  think  we  finally  agreed  upon  one  minute  but  I  am  not  sure 
everyone  was  in  complete  agreement  with  that,  so  we  have  a  group 
of  folks  together  in  the  D.C.  area  that  are  trying  to  come  up  with 
one  number  that  we  can  all  agree  to  if  we  ever  have  to  use  it  again. 

Mr.  Horn.  But  would  you  file  it  for  the  record?  When  do  you 
think  that  decision  will  be  made? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  By  the  end  of  the  summer. 

Mr.  Horn.  End  of  the  summer.  What  is  taking  so  long?  Can't  we 
just  get  one  pot  of  water  and  boil  it  20  minutes,  one  10,  and  one 
for  1  and  see  what  is  the  result  of  the  test?  Or  do  we  need  to  con- 
tract for  that  one  and  have  an  RFP  and  all  the  rest? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  suspect  this  group  is  working  on  other  things 
too,  and  I  suspect  maybe  this  has  not  been  the  highest  priority,  but 
we  will  make  sure  it  is  available  by  the  end  of  the  summer. 

Mr.  Horn.  I  think  we  should  know,  because  I  think  people  are 
misled  and  misinformed  if  they  think  one  minute  of  boiling  will 
solve  the  problem.  It  will  not  for  the  kind  of  bacteria  found  in 
water  systems  everjrwhere  but  in  the  United  States,  and  that  in- 
cludes Europe,  which  does  not  exactly  have  the  safest  water  in  the 
world. 

Now,  my  last  question.  Could  either  of  you  comment  on  the  costs 
and  benefits  of  trihalomethane,  the  THM  rule,  and  what  will  be  the 
cost  of  increasingly  stringent  standards  to  get  this  worry  out  of  the 
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system?  And  what  are  the  increased  public  health  benefits  we  will 
gain  from  that? 

This  question  in  specific  comes  out  of  a  continuing  concern  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment,  of  which  I  am 
a  Member,  and  Mr.  Applegate  is  Chair,  where  every  bit  of  testi- 
mony over  this  last  year  has  showed  that  with  increasing  tech- 
nology, we  have  a  terrific  capacity  to  find  minute  particles  per  not 
only  per  million,  per  tens  of  millions,  per  hundred  billions,  and  all 
the  rest  of  it,  and  then  the  question  comes  is,  how  safe  is  the  water 
supply  anywhere  in  America,  because  we  can  find  some  one  part 
per  billion?  Is  that  really  a  worry?  At  what  cost  must  we  achieve 
that  safety,  and  what  is  the  probability  of  one  really  becoming  ill 
or  having  cancer  as  a  result  of  our  technology,  but  maybe  not  in 
practice?  What  would  you  say  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  have  the  specifics  on  any  cost  benefit 
analysis  although  perhaps  our  headquarters  folks  would  and  we 
could  try  to  look  for  that.  Let  me  end  there.  I  just  do  not  have  that 
information. 

Mr.  Horn.  Could  you  file  it  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Yes. 

Mr.  Horn.  General,  do  you  have  any  comment? 

General  Genega.  No,  sir,  we  are — of  course,  a  good  portion  of  the 
Stage  I  or  Phase  I  cost  that  we  indicated,  in  excess  of  $100  million, 
are,  in  part,  on  those  more  stringent  standards.  I  am  not  tech- 
nically qualified  to  separate  them,  but  it  is  a  sizable  investment  for 
that. 

Mr.  Horn.  In  other  words,  roughly,  at  Stages  I  and  II  we  agreed 
are  somewhere  between  $300  million  or  $325  million  or  so,  ball- 
park estimate,  and  we  do  not  know  what  your  Stage  III  is  yet. 

General  Genega.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Horn.  In  terms  of  cost.  And  you  are  saying  that  roughly  a 
third  of  Phases  I  and  II  are  related  to  this  need  to  meet  a  higher 
standard  than  we  have  had  to  meet  in  the  past? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  sir,  but  that  is  very  rough  on-my-feet  an- 
swer here.  I  would  have  to  get  a  stubby  pencil  to  look  particularly 
at  those  facilities. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  j-^ou.  If  you  could  file  something  for  the  record 
in  answer  to  this  question  we  would  appreciate  it,  too. 

General  Genega.  All  right,  sir,  we  would  be  happy  to. 

[The  information  received  follows:] 
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Hearing  of  June  20,  1994  before 

House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 

Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment 

on 

Review  of  the  Operation  of  Water  Treatment  Facilities  for 
the  Metropolitan  Washington  Area 

INSERT  C 
(additional  information  for  record) 

page  71,  line  1631 

The  estimated  range  for  the  total  costs  of  the  first 
stage/priority  improvements  to  the  Washington  Aqueduct  water 
treatment  facilities  is  $74.3  to  $133.2  million.   Of  this  total, 
the  estimated  costs  of  the  improvements  required  to  meet  new  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act  (SWDA)  standards  is  $16.9  to  $36.0  million, 
about  25  percent  of  the  total.   Those  first  stage/priority 
improvements  to  meet  SWDA  standards  and  their  estimated  costs  are 
as  follow: 

IMPROVEMENT  COST  RANGE 

Alternative  Treatment  Methods  -  Process  Testing,   $  0.8  -  $  1.7M 
Studies  and  l-'ilot  Plant 

Flocculation  Basins  -  Install  Variable  Speed      $  0.7  -  $  1 . 6M 
Drives  and  Baffling 

Dalecarlia  Chemical  Feed  and  Storage  $  0.4  -  $  0 .  9M 

System  Renovation 

Water  Quality  Monitoring  Improvements  and         $  0.3  -  $  0.7M 
Flow  Instrumentation 

Multi-stage  Rapid  Mix  Facility  $  9.0  -  $18. OM 

Dalecarlia  Chloramination  Facility  $  1.1  -  $  2 .  5M 

Modification  of  McMillan  Pumping  Station  and      $  3.5  -  $  8 . OM 
Construct  Microstrainer 

McMillan  Chemical  Feed  and  Storage  Improvement     $  0.1  -  $  0.3M 

McMillan  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Improvements     $  0.1  -  $  0.3M 

McMillan  Chloramination  Facility  $  0.9  -  $  2 .  OM 


CUMULATIVE  TOTAL  $16.9  -  $36. OM 

(cont.) 
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The  estimated  range  for  the  total  costs  of  the  second 
stage/priority  improvements  to  the  Washington  Aqueduct  water 
treatment  facilities  is  $97.9  to  $203.2  million.   Of  this  total, 
the  estimated  costs  of  the  improvements  needed  to  meet  the  next 
level  of  SDWA  standards  is  $81.2  to  $175.0  million,  or  about  85 
percent  of  the  total.   Those  second  stage/priority  improvements 
to  meet  expected  SWDA  standards  and  their  estimated  costs  are  as 
follow: 

IMPROVEMENT  COST  RANGE 

Dalecarlia  Ozonation  Facility  $  45.0  -  $  96. OM 

GAC  Filter  Caps  (Dalecarlia)  $   7.0  -  $  15. OM 

McMillan  Ozonation  Facility  $  25.0  -  $  54. OM 

GAC  Filter  Caps  (McMillan)  $   4.2  -  $  lO.OM 


CUMULATIVE  TOTAL  $  97.9  -  $175. OM 
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Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski,  although  it  is  the  Corps  that  oper- 
ates the  plants,  the  fact  is  that  the  boil  water  incident  called  into 
question  your  relationship  with  the  Corps  and  your  oversight  of 
Corps'  operations. 

I  would  like  you  to  explain  your  specific  relationship  with  the 
Corps  and  what  changes,  if  any,  have  been  made  in  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  your  oversight  of  the  Corps  at  these  plants. 

Mr,  Laskowski.  We  typically  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  other  D.C.  officials  each  year  on  a  work  plan,  and  that  work 
plan  contains  things  like  training,  for  instance,  and  visits  to  the 
plant. 

In  the  past,  our  folks  from  the  Region  III  office  visited  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  plants  perhaps  four  to  six  times  a  year.  We  are  now 
doing  every,  we  are  visiting  twice  a  month,  plus  we  have  our  head- 
quarters' officials  go  over  there  occasionally  also  to  review  the  oper- 
ations of  the  plant. 

We  have  greatly  stepped  up 

Ms.  Norton.  But  will  you  be  doing  that  visiting  twice — is  that 
now  standard  operating  procedures? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  It  has  been  standard  since  December  and  for  the 
foreseeable  future  we  will  continue  that. 

We  are  also  working  with  the  Corps  in  ways  we  have  not  worked 
before  to  provide  operator  qualification  requirements,  certification, 
if  you  will,  for  the  operators  and  the  Corps  has  worked  with  the 
American  Board  of  Certification  experts,  and  we  are  involved  in 
those  discussions. 

So  we  are  much  more  involved  than  we  have  been  in  the  past, 
after  this  December  incident. 

We  drew  upon — with  this  incident  and  following  the  problem,  we 
drew  upon  experts  not  only  from  our  regional  office  but  also  from 
Washington,  D.C,  headquarters,  from  ORD  in  Cincinnati,  a  re- 
search and  development  lab,  and  also,  as  you  know,  from  our  Den- 
ver lab  to  do  the  investigation.  And  we  continue  to  talk  with  these 
folks.  So  the  level  of  activities  and  oversight  I  confidently  say  has 
gone  up  considerably  on  these  plants. 

General  Genega.  I  would  offer  a  comment,  if  I  might,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton, on  that.  We  welcome  that  additional  involvement.  It  has  been 
very  helpful  to  us.  We  look  forward  to  it  continuing.  There  is  exper- 
tise and  knowledge,  of  course,  of  what  happens  across  the  country 
that  we  just  have  access  to  in  no  other  way.  So  it  has  been  invalu- 
able to  us  at  this  point  and  we  welcome  it  continuing,  as  Mr. 
Laskowski  indicated. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Laskowski,  were  there  things  that  might  have 
been  done  in  your  previous  oversight  that  might  have  at  least  miti- 
gated, if  not  eliminated,  the  boil  water  incident? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  think  it  is  our  feeling  that  with  our  previous 
visits  down  there,  and  recalling  there  had  not  been  a  situation  like 
this  in  many  years,  we  really  did  not  see  that  coming  and  perhaps 
there  are  other  things  to  look  for. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  have  in  mind  things  like  the  operations  manu- 
als— the  fact  they  are  operating  off  of  these  old  manuals.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  routinely  one  would  look  and  see  if  they  had 
guidelines,  if  they  followed  your  standards,  because  they  were  writ- 
ten down  someplace.  That  was  what  was  shocking  to  the  committee 
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and  made  it  appear  as  if  there  was  not  indeed  oversight,  continuing 
oversight  or  deep  oversight,  of  the  Corps.  Nobody  seemed  to  have 
pulled  their  skirts  on  the  most  obvious  things — the  things  that  are 
easiest  to  find. 

You  do  not  even  have  written  down  what  you  should  do  in  the 
case  of  an  emergency.  Why  had  that  not  been  done? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  don't  know.  I  don't  know  why  we  missed  that. 
T3rpically,  we  look  at  the  plant  records  when  we  go  in,  we  consult 
with  the  plant  operators,  and  prior  to  December,  we  felt  things 
were  operating  well,  and  although  we  did  continue  to  have  our  an- 
nual plan  together  for  increased  training  and  we  were  working 
with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  even  at  that  time  for  a  Comprehensive 
Performance  Evaluation,  so  it  wasn't  as  if  everything  was  perfect 
in  our  mind,  but  we  did  not  anticipate  this  problem. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  you  look  at  staff  training  and  staff  competence 
when  you  monitor  the  Corps? 

Mr.  Laskowski.  We  look  at 

Ms.  Norton.  Did  you  look  at  it  then  and  do  you  look  at  it  now? 
I  suppose  it's  a  two-part  question. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  I  believe  the  answer  to  both  questions  is  yes. 
And,  in  fact,  in  our  annual  work  plans,  even  before  the  incident, 
we  were  addressing  situations  like  training,  how  to  provide  addi- 
tional training  to  the  operators  and  to  work  with  the  Corps  to  get 
that  training.  We  have  stepped  that  up  and  are  looking  much  more 
closely  and  talking  about  actual  certification  now  at  this  point, 
which  we  did  not  have  before. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  the  committee  has  before  it  are  four  different 
investigations.  I  would  like  to  know  the  differences  in  the  scope  of 
these  investigations  and  any  differences  in  their  findings.  Which 
investigations  were  deepest,  for  example? 

General  Genega.  I  think  I  can  cover  that,  ma'am.  Perhaps  all  of 
them  were  deep  in  their  own  way,  but  all  looked  at  slightly  dif- 
ferent things.  The  commander's  internal  investigation  in  the  short- 
term  looked  at  the  causes  of  the  incident,  the  situation  leading  up 
to  that  incident,  the  actual  incident  itself,  and  then  the  steps  that 
we  took  in  the  immediate  few  days  after. 

The  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  by  Malcolm  Pirnie 
for  which  we  contracted  was  an  attempt  to  look  at  the  incident  but 
look  totally  at  our  operations  in  that  plant  with  a  view  towards  rec- 
ommending any  improvements  that  might  be  made. 

The  commander's  investigation,  for  example,  did  not  look  at  the 
whole  operation  as  he  did  not  have  the  technically  qualified  people 
to  do  that.  The  EPA  review  looked  at  specifically  the  causes  of  the 
incident  and  things  that  we  might  do  to  preclude  a  recurrence. 

Again,  kind  of  like  the  commander's  investigation,  but,  at  the 
same  time,  with  far  more  technically  qualified  people.  So  in  that 
sense  perhaps  a  little  deeper  in  the  sense  of  technical  qualifica- 
tions. 

The  last  one  was  the  peer  review,  which  was  the  folks  from  New- 
port News  who  came  up  and  did  a  relatively  short-term  look  at  the 
operations.  Not  so  much  at  the  incident  itself,  but  walking  around 
the  plant  with  our  people,  looking  at  what  we  did  and  how  we  did 
it,  and  making  some  recommendations  for  improvements.  So  each 
was  deep  in  its  own  unique  way,  ma'am. 
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With  regard  to  the  findings,  I  would  call  them  complementary. 
There  was  some  repetition  in  the  findings  of  each,  as  you  might  ex- 
pect, given  those  areas  that  they  looked  at,  and  in  fact  there  was 
some  uniqueness,  in  that,  for  example,  the  Malcolm  Pirnie  report 
recommended  some  things  that  no  one  else  recommended,  likewise, 
the  others.  But  I  would  call  them  complementary  and  perhaps  most 
importantly,  nowhere  were  they  at  odds.  Nowhere  did  one  party 
say  one  ought  to  do  "A"  and  the  other  party  say  one  ought  not  to 
do  "A." 

So  I  would  consider  them  quite  complementary.  I  think  that  ad- 
dresses your  question. 

Ms.  Norton.  Yes,  it  does.  It  is  important  for  us  to  know  whether 
there  were  any  substantial  differences  that  would  give  rise  to  con- 
cern. 

Now,  the  Malcolm  Pirnie  report  had,  as  I  recall  it,  33  rec- 
ommendations. Do  you  intend  to  implement  each  of  these  rec- 
ommendations? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  we  do.  We  have,  in  fact,  imple- 
mented about  a  dozen  of  them  already.  We  have  an  action  plan, 
which  we  have  submitted  to  EPA.  For  the  others,  several  are  under 
way,  and  then  the  remainder  are  part  of  the  capital  improvement 
plan,  which  of  course  will  occur  in  succeeding  years.  But  the  an- 
swer to  your  question  is  our  intention,  in  accordance  with  the  ac- 
tion plan  that  we  have  submitted  to  EPA,  is  to  fully  implement 
each  of  those  33  recommendations. 

Ms.  Norton.  When  you  appeared  last  time,  you  thought  that  the 
reason  for  the  incidents  was  human  error.  So  the  committee  has 
been  particularly  concerned  about  these  people  problems.  The  EPA 
report  found  that  there  was  poor  communication  between  the  on- 
line operations  staff  and  the  management  staff. 

What  changes  have  been  made  to  improve  communication  among 
levels  of  employees? 

General  Genega.  We  have  changed  the  procedures,  as  we  men- 
tioned, for  example,  requiring  a  face-to-face  review  of  the  situation 
between  shift  operators  and  the  supervisor  and  then  supervisors  of 
succeeding  shifts.  So  that  is  a  requirement  which  is  occurring  at 
each  shift  change  to  preclude  the  kind  of  communication  problems, 
for  example,  that  led  to,  or  certainly  contributed  to  the  incident 
back  in  December. 

That  is  one,  for  example.  But  basically,  we  have  changed  the  pro- 
cedures such  that  there  is  tighter  management  oversight,  tighter 
procedures  with  more  reviews  in  place,  such  that  should  there  be 
any  indication  of  a  problem,  senior  management  would  have  that 
indication  far  earlier  thgin  was  previously  the  case. 

Ms.  Norton.  Finally,  Mr.  Horn  and  I  have  both  had  some  profes- 
sional involvement  in  civil  rights  work,  and  here  we  see  that  there 
were  at  least  some  allegations  of  EEO  concerns  as  a  part  of  this 
incident.  And  once  these  kinds  of  allegations  take  root,  it  is  very 
hard  to  convince  those  who  believe  they  were  there  that  they  in 
fact  were  not  there  or  that  they  are  not  there  anymore,  such  is  the 
nature  of  race  and  gender  in  our  country. 

Now,  the  finding  was  made  by  the  EEO  office  that  the  issues 
raised  were  management-related  and  not  EEO-related.  What  was 
the  basis  for  that  determination? 
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General  Genega.  The  basis- 


Ms.  Norton.  What  were  the  alleged  issues  and  what  were  the 
management  issues  that  they  said  were  the  real  issues? 

General  Genega.  I  think  the  alleged  issues,  ma'am,  or  the  indi- 
cations that  senior  management  had  was  that  people  were  dissatis- 
fied, although  they  did  not  understand  why  they  were  dissatisfied. 
The  investigation,  which  was  conducted  by  one  of  the  EEO  special- 
ists with  18  years  of  EEO  experience  on  Colonel  Capka's  staff, 
which  included  those  sessions  that  I  described  where  75  employees 
were  present,  those  repetitive  sessions,  walking  around  and  talking 
to  the  employees  individually  and  getting  their  feedback,  resulted 
in  that  EEO  specialist's  conclusions  that  they  were  in  fact  not  EEO 
based  but  rather  management. 

For  example,  employees  in  that  process  complained — we  have  a 
procedure  whereby  the  government  buys  safety  shoes  for  those  peo- 
ple who  are,  that  is  steel-toed  shoes/boots,  those  people  that  are  in- 
volved somewhere  where  something  might  fall  on  their  feet  and 
damage  their  toes.  The  complaint  was  that  we  had  limited  people 
to  a  number  of  styles  out  of  the  GSA  catalogue.  That  limitation  was 
in  fact  a  dollar  limitation. 

We  have  changed  the  procedure  such  that  if  someone  would  like 
to  be  a  little  more  stylish,  perhaps,  in  safety-toed  shoes,  the  gov- 
ernment will  contribute  up  to  a  certain  dollar  amount.  And  if  that 
individual  employee  wants  to  go  beyond  that,  as  long  as  they  were 
certified  safety  shoes. 

So  that  was  in  the  category  of  an  annoyance,  if  you  will,  for  some 
employees,  and  one  that  was  easily  solved  by  management  once  we 
got  there  and  found  out  what  it  was. 

Those  were  the  kinds  of  complaints  that  Ms.  West  came  up  with 
and  the  commander  came  up  with  in  his  investigation.  And,  again, 
each  of  those  are  addressed.  So  that  is  what  led  us  to  believe  they 
were  in  fact  not  EEO  based. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  did  you  choose  the  75  employees  to  participate 
in  these  sessions? 

General  Genega.  We  did  not  choose  them,  ma'am.  All  the  em- 
ployees were  encouraged  to  come.  They  understood  what  the  pur- 
pose was  of  the  gatherings.  I  say  75  employees  participated.  Some 
participated  repetitively,  some  did  not  participate  repetitively.  But, 
again,  it  was  totally  voluntary  on  their  part. 

Additionally,  there  were  other  sessions  held  with  all  30  super- 
visors. That  number  75  does  not  include  the  30  supervisors  who 
participated  in  those  sessions  also  with  Ms.  West  and  the  com- 
mander. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  are  there  ongoing  sessions?  Will  there  be  addi- 
tional sessions? 

General  Genega.  Yes,  ma'am,  there  are.  And,  additionally,  as  I 
mentioned  previously.  Colonel  Perkins,  the  commander  of  the  Nor- 
folk District,  who  is  very  experienced,  and — a  very  mature  and  ex- 
perienced officer,  with  great  judgment  and  experience,  has  also 
been  utilized  by  General  Chinen  to  do  these  sessions  with  employ- 
ees and  then  walk  around  and  talk  to  employees.  And  he  is  in  the 
process  of  gathering  his  findings  at  the  moment.  So,  yes,  they  are 
continuing  and  we  intend  to  continue  them  in  the  future. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Well,  I  cannot  encourage  enough  of  these  sessions. 
When  there  are  diverse  people  working  together  and  problems  un- 
related to  race  come  up,  the  first  thing  often  that  people  look  to  are 
the  races  of  the  people  involved  and  conclude  that  race  or  gender 
is  in  fact  involved.  And  the  workplace  is  completely  messed  up, 
completely  messed  up  with  what  amounts  to  a  management  prob- 
lem of  not  talking  out  issues  so  that  people  move  beyond  the  obvi- 
ous to  the  real  problems.  And  you  clearly  had  that  problem  there. 

My  office  and  other  offices  received  such  allegations.  It  is  difficult 
to  prove  discrimination.  It  is  far  easier  to  eliminate  suspicions  and 
fears  if  there  is  ongoing  communication  with  employees  so  that  the 
fears  do  not  take  on  a  racial  cast  that  is,  once  it  is  there,  very  hard 
to  get  rid  of 

I  want  to  thank  both  of  you  for  coming,  for  the  work  you  have 
done.  I  think  the  work  has  indeed  encouraged  us  to  believe  that  the 
appropriate  actions  are  being  taken.  I  do  want  to  put  you  on  notice 
that  we  think  part  of  the  problems  reside  with  those  of  us  who 
have  oversight.  I  will  be  encouraging  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
its  budget  process  to  do  oversight  that  is  related  to  its  budget, 
which  can  involve  some  of  these  issues,  and  I  will  encourage  the 
committee  to,  in  fact,  do  the  kind  of  oversight  that  might  help  the 
Corps  and  the  EPA  to  effectively  perform  their  duties. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

General  Genega.  Thank  you  ma'am. 

Mr.  Laskowski.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Could  I  ask  the  next  panel  to  come  forward?  Mr. 
Robert  Mallett,  City  Administrator  and  Deputy  Mayor  for  Oper- 
ations from  the  District  of  Columbia;  Mary  Margaret  Whipple, 
Chair  of  the  Arlington  County  Board;  Robert  Perry,  a  member  of 
the  city  council  of  Falls  Church. 

I  note  some  of  you  have  been  here  for  sometime,  and  I  apologize 
for  the  time  it  has  taken  us  to  get  through  our  questions,  but  we 
felt  it  absolutely  necessary  to  nail  down  for  the  record  that  the 
problems  that  were  associated  with  the  Dalecarlia  alert  have  abso- 
lutely and  forever  been  eliminated,  and  that  required  putting  them 
on  record. 

I  appreciate  your  coming  and  your  patience  with  the  committee. 

Mr.  Mallet,  did  you  want  to  begin? 

TESTIMONY  OF  ROBERT  L.  MALLETT,  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 
AND  DEPUTY  MAYOR  FOR  OPERATIONS,  GOVERNMENT  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  AND  PRESIDENT,  METROPOLI- 
TAN WASHINGTON  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS;  MARY  MAR- 
GARET WHIPPLE,  CHAIR,  ARLINGTON  COUNTY  BOARD,  AR- 
LINGTON, VA;  ROBERT  R.  PERRY,  MEMBER,  FALLS  CHURCH 
CITY  COUNCIL,  FALLS  CHURCH,  VA 

Mr.  Mallett.  Good  morning,  Mrs.  North,  Mr.  Horn.  I  am  Robert 
Mallett.  I  am  the  City  Administrator  and  Deputy  Mayor  for  the 
District  of  Columbia.  I  am  also  here  in  my  capacity  as  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments  and 
on  behalf  of  the  residents  of  Washington,  D.C.,  and  the  govern- 
ments in  the  region. 
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We  would  like  to  thank  you,  especially  you  Mrs.  North,  for  being 
so  vigilant  in  this  exercise  with  respect  to  water  quality  in  our  Na- 
tion's capital  and  some  of  its  neighbors. 

We  are  extremely  grateful  because  there  is  no  oversight  vehicle, 
as  you  have  observed  repeatedly,  for  water  quality  issues  with  re- 
spect to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  I  would  like  to  say,  however,  that 
since  the  December  incident,  we  can  report  excellent  cooperation 
between  the  local  jurisdictions  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  All  of  the  reports,  the  Pirnie  re- 
ports, the  EPA  investigation,  the  peer  review,  and  the  commander's 
incident  report  have  all  been  extremely  helpful  in  forming  our  dia- 
logue. 

We  would  also  like  to  state  for  the  record,  at  least  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  I  believe  I  can  speak  for  the  affected  jurisdictions, 
that  we  do  support  the  Moran  legislation.  We  have  had  a  recent 
meeting  of  COG  to  examine  that  legislation,  and  we  are  supportive 
of  it  and  would  like  to  see  its  speedy  passage. 

Finally,  we,  in  recognition  of  the  problems  that  we  had  in  Decem- 
ber with  respect  to  notification,  we  have  put  together  a  regional 
committee  and  we  are  drafting  an  interim,  we  have  already  drafted 
an  interim  emergency  notification  agreement,  and  we  are  dealing 
with  other  issues  as  well  in  this  steering  committee  surrounding 
the  incident.  I  chair  that  committee.  It  is  cochaired — the  vice  chair 
of  that  committee  is  Al  Morris  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

I  have  generally  summarized  the  statement  that  I  will  submit  for 
the  record,  Mrs.  North,  and  that  is  all  I  have  to  say  now. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Mallett. 

Ms.  Whipple. 

Ms.  Whipple.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Good  morning,  Madam  Chairman  and  Congressman  Horn. 
Thank  you  very  much  for  having  us  here  today.  I  don't  know  if  I 
can  do  as  good  a  job  as  Mr.  Mallett  did  in  summarizing  the  events, 
but  I  think  I  will  try  to  do  that.  My  testimony  has  been  submitted 
for  the  record. 

Obviously,  the  primary  concern  of  Arlington  County  is  to  ensure 
that  water  quality  standards  are  met  and  water  quality  and  public 
health  is  protected  in  the  future.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  very 
concerned  about  the  impact  of  financing  these  public  improvements 
in  a  short-term  period;  that  that  could  result  in  an  intolerable  bur- 
den on  Arlington  citizens  and  businesses  to  pay  the  bill  over  a 
short  period  of  time. 

The  county  and  almost  any  government  finances  its  capital  im- 
provements over  the  period  of  time  of  the  useful  life  of  those  im- 
provements on  a  20-year,  30-year  basis,  and  that  spreads  the  cost 
out  so  that  they  are  paid  by  the  users  who  benefit  from  those 
changes  over  that  period  of  time.  So  we  are  most  concerned  that 
a  financing  mechanism  be  available  that  would  amortize  these 
costs  over  a  period  of  time. 

I  guess  I  do  not  exactly  care  who  gets  scored  with  it.  I  hope  that 
that  can  be  worked  out  so  that  it  is  done  in  some  kind  of  fair  way 
so  that  it  does  not  have  negative  impacts  on  either  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers or  the  District  of  Columbia  government,  but  we  would  be 
most  anxious  that  it  not  be  borne  over  a  short  period  of  time  by 
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the  citizens  and  businesses  of  our  communities  who  will  ultimately 
have  to  bear  those  costs. 

We  had  one  other  issue  that  we  just  wanted  to  bring  to  your  at- 
tention, which  relates  to  an  issue  that  was  raised  earlier  today  by 
Congressman  Horn.  The  question  of  this  very  high  standards  issue, 
how  much  do  you  improve  quality  and  at  what  cost  and  what  is  the 
cost  benefit  analysis?  And  one  issue  that  has  come  to  our  attention 
recently  or  at  least  to  my  attention  recently  is  that  currently  the 
sedimentation  from  the  water  plant  goes  back  to  the  Potomac. 

It  has  been  studied  and  has  been  determined  in  simple  terms  to 
be  clean,  a  clean  discharge,  and  yet  apparently  EPA  is  going  to  re- 
quire that  some  other  provision  be  made  for  the  disposition  of  this 
sedimentation. 

It  is  unclear  to  me  what  benefit  would  come  from  that  if  the  dis- 
charge in  fact  is  clean,  then  what  is  the  benefit  of  doing  it  in  some 
other  way,  and  we  are  talking  about  a  $50  to  $55  million  expendi- 
ture for  that  alone.  At  least  at  first  I  would  prefer  we  work  on  good 
water  quality  and  spend  our  funds  in  that  way. 

So  that  is  just  an  additional  issue  that  I  would  like  to  bring  to 
your  attention.  Currently,  of  course,  our  most  important  issue  is 
that  of  figuring  out  a  financing  mechanism  so  that  the  costs  of  the 
necessary  improvements  can  be  amortized. 

Thank  you,  Madam  Chairman, 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Whipple. 

Mr.  Perry.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Norton,  Members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee. It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  and  to  have  an  opportunity  to  testify 
before  you.  I  am  here  to  represent  the  city  of  Falls  Church.  I  am 
Robert  Perry,  a  member  of  the  City  Council  and  a  member  of  the 
council's  utility  committee. 

I  am  an  environmental  engineer  by  profession  and  was  employed 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  for  11  years.  During  that  period  of 
time,  I  was  employed  by  the  Blue  Plains  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant. 

During  a  portion  of  that  time,  I  was  in  charge  of  the  Blue  Plains 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plant.  Although  the  population  of  the  City 
of  Falls  Church  is  only  9,600,  our  water  system  serves  a  population 
of  120,000  in  the  city  and  in  Fairfax  County  covering  an  area  of 
33  square  miles. 

I  have  submitted  my  statement  to  the  committee  so  I  will  sum- 
marize and  briefly  touch  on  a  few  things  of  special  concern  to  the 
citizens  of  Falls  Church. 

One,  we  certainly  agree  with  the  statements  that  have  been 
made  on  the  funding  problem  and  we  support  the  legislation  that 
has  been  submitted  by  Senator  Warner  and  Congressman  Moran. 
There  has  been  considerable  discussion  on  that  issue,  and  we  in 
Falls  Church  support  efforts  being  made  to  relieve  the  present  situ- 
ation. 

A  question  was  asked  earlier  about  what  this  might  do  to  our 
rates  if  we  can't  get  this  legislation  through,  if  we  still  must  pro- 
vide the  money  upfront.  A  quick  estimate  of  this — and  I  have  not 
been  through  the  calculations — ^but  a  quick  estimate  is  that  it 
might  double  our  rates  in  the  City  of  Falls  Church.  It  seems  to  me 
there  is  no  reason  why  this  financing  can't  be  done  as  proposed  by 
the  legislation. 
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The  users  are  still  going  to  pay  for  this,  but  it  is  forcing  us  to 
pay  for  it  upfront. 

The  second  issue  I  want  to  deal  with  just  quickly — the  Rep- 
resentative of  Arlington  touched  upon  it — and  that  is  the  matter  of 
solids  disposal  from  Dalecarlia. 

As  I  said,  I  worked  for  the  District  of  Columbia  at  one  time.  I 
left  in  1975,  so  it  was  1972,  1973  that  we  had  discussions  with  the 
Corps  about  the  disposal  of  solids  from  Dalecarlia  because  then  it 
appeared  it  was  only  a  matter  of  time  until  they  were  going  to  be 
stopped  from  dumping  this  material  into  the  Potomac. 

This  is  the  rule  of  EPA  taking  effect  all  over  the  country  that 
this  discharge  from  water  treatment  plants  has  to  be  stopped.  It 
seemed  to  me  at  that  time — and  this  was  part  of  the  discussions — 
that  these  solids  could  be  sent  directly  to  Blue  Plains  and  could  be 
part  of  that  treatment  process.  It  would  be  a  small  addition  to  the 
treatment,  to  the  amount  of  material  coming  into  Blue  Plains. 

Our  calculations  at  that  time  indicated  that  this  waste  could  be 
handled  at  Blue  Plains  with  little  additional  cost.  The  main  thing 
is  that  you  would  not  have  all  this  capital  cost  of  a  treatment  proc- 
ess at  Dalecarlia;  $55  million  they  are  talking  about  for  the  cost 
of  that. 

I  understand  that  nothing  further  has  been  done  on  this  proposal 
in  20  years;  nothing  further  has  been  done  to  investigate  the  fea- 
sibility of  this  proposal.  I  would  like  to  see  someone,  one  of  the  con- 
sulting engineering  firms  take  a  look  at  that  and  if  someone  can 
say  to  me  this  cannot  be  done  because  of  so-and-so,  I  will  accept 
that;  but  no  one  has  said  that  yet.  I  think  that  is  important  for  the 
Corps  to  look  into  that  possibility. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Madam  Chair. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  Mr.  Perry. 

The  committee  will  inquire  of  the  Corps  concerning  that  possibil- 
ity. 

Mr.  Perry  has  testified  that  he  thought  the  cost  to  users  would 
double  were  the  capital  costs  to  be  scored  in  the  way  we  score  oper- 
ations. I  wonder  if  either  Mr.  Mallett  or  Ms.  Whipple  has  a  sense 
of  what  the  impact  would  be  on  users  if  we  scored  this  to  pay  for 
it  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

Mr.  Mallett.  From  the  point  of  view  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
depending  on  what  the  upfront  costs  would  be,  we  estimate  from 
a  doubling  to  a  tripling  of  rates  for  our  customers. 

Ms.  Whipple.  We  have  not  computed  that.  I  was  not — I  had  not 
thought  it  would  be  that  much,  but  it  is  certainly  sizable. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  am  not  sure  if  Mr.  Horn's  idea  is  capable  of  imple- 
mentation anyway.  Do  you  have  a  response  to  Mr.  Horn's  idea  of, 
in  essence,  delegating  this  matter,  with  all  of  the  parties  picking 
up  their  respective  parts  of  the  obligation  rather  than  going 
through  the  Federal  process. 

Ms.  Whipple.  I  think  it  would  be  preferable  to  figure  out  how  to 
score  it.  I  think  our  initial  looks  at  other  types  of  financing  would 
mean  that  bonds  would  have  to  be  taxable,  that  they  would  not  get 
the  high  rating  that  they  would  get  otherwise,  that  we  would  have 
to  finance  it  through  revenue  bonds  that  would  be  secured  by  the 
water  customers  paying. 
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In  that  case,  they  are  taxable  bonds — ^Arlington  is  a  double/triple 
A  jurisdiction  and  we  are  used  to  getting  very  good  rates,  but  we 
are  using  our  own  financing  authority  to  do  improvements  on  our 
wastewater  treatment  plant,  a  very  sizable  expenditure,  and  we 
have  had  a  number  of  bond  issues  over  the  last  several  years  to 
finance  that  as  well  as  all  the  other  capital  needs  of  a  community. 

We  have  to  be  very  careful  about  assuring  that  the  debt  that  a 
local  community  undertakes  is  within  their  debt  capacity. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  yield  on  this  question  to  Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  You  raised  a  very  interesting  point,  Ms.  Whipple.  Ob- 
viously when  you  think  about  it — and  that  was  off  the  top  of  my 
head  because  we  are  used  to  appropriating  funds  never  enough  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  Government,  but  we  are  talking  about  a 
metropolitan  area.  We  could  set  up  what  most  States  would  do  in 
a  metropolitan  area,  a  special  district  with  the  authority  to  use 
Federal  bonding  capacity. 

Maybe  for  those  of  you  that  can  issue  bonds  that  might  work  out 
a  proportionate  cost  of  the  project,  you  could  issue  your  own  bonds, 
or  if  you  didn't  have  that  legal  capacity  already,  they  could  draw 
on  the  Federal  Treasury  at  their  tax-exempt  status  and  their  inter- 
est rates. 

The  arrangement  would  be  the  Corps  of  Engineers  still  operates 
the  facility,  but  it  would  be  just  a  financial  device.  We  do  this  in 
California;  when  we  established  the  headquarters  of  the  California 
State  University  system,  a  special  bonding  authority  is  created. 
Certain  members  are  appointed  with  the — by  the  governor  with  the 
responsibility  to  carry  out  those  tasks  or  the  board  of  trustees, 
whatever  the  State's  entity  is,  and  it  works  out. 

They  retire  the  bonds  over  a  particular  period  by  annual  pay- 
ments from  the  using  entities. 

Ms.  Whipple.  I  am  sure  that  there  are  a  number  of  mechanisms 
that  could  be  investigated.  It  sounds  to  me  that  most  of  those 
would  be  more  time  consuming  to  set  up  and  more  complicated 
than  the  Federal  issue. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  because  you  are  not  privy  to  the  fights  we 
have  had  on  the  scoring  issue. 

Ms.  Whipple.  That  is  probably  true. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  last  administration  had  the  same  position  on 
scoring  as  this  administration  and  has  gotten  the  committee  into 
a  real  dither  because  it  has  the  same  effect  on  our  own  budget  as 
it  has  on  the  Corps'  budget;  so  that  we  are  forced  into  bending 
methods  that  are  actually  unprofessional  and  unheard  of  and  adds 
to  the  deficit  and  to  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

So  that  even  though  we  may  get  this  bill  through — because  I 
think  in  the  Congress  there  is  an  understanding  that  there  is 
something  very  irrational  going  on  here — and  we  are  going  to  meet 
an  administration  that  will  have  some  difficulty  with  it.  It  leads  us 
to  try  to  think  of  other  things  that  we  could  do  in  the  interim. 

I  recognize  that  nobody  here  could  respond  technically  to  all  the 
problems  that  are  presented,  but  I  think  it  is  worth  exploring  in 
any  case. 

There  were  also  problems  raised,  if  you  recall,  about  the  distribu- 
tion system,  which  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  respective  juris- 
dictions. I  wonder  if  any  actions  have  been  taken  to  improve  the 
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integrity  of  that  system  to  remedy,  for  example,  the  pipeline  rup- 
ture problems  that  were  experienced  in  December? 

Mr.  Mallett,  The  pipeline  rupture  problems  occurred  through- 
out the  region  in  December  and  January  because  of  the  very  severe 
cold.  We  have  certainly,  at  least  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  been 
taking  appropriate  steps  to  do  maintenance  and  repair  and  we 
from  time  to  time  were  able  to  initiate  a  project  to  make  certain 
that  we  keep  improving  upon  our  distribution  system. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  to  do  the  kind  of  massive  improvement 
of  distribution  systems  across  jurisdictional  lines  entails  an  ex- 
traordinary cost;  so  we  are  sort  of  moving  along,  I  think  a  little 
slower  than  what  our  finances — a  little  slower  than  what  we  would 
like  due  in  large  part  to  our  ability  to  do  the  financing  for  these 
capital  costs. 

Ms.  Norton.  These  are  very  old  systems.  What  I  would  like  to 
see  us  do  is  first  take  stock  and  I  will  try  to  do  this  within  the  com- 
mittee to  take  stock  of  where  we  are  on  the  scoring  problem  and 
what  would  happen  if  we  passed  the  bill,  which  has  gone  through 
subcommittee  and  may  even  have  passed  the  full  committee,  but 
certainly  would  pass  at  the  full  committee  level. 

If  we  find  after  taking  the  pulse  of  that  bill  that  there  are  ter- 
rible problems,  and  we  are  usually  able  to  work  with  the  adminis- 
tration to  get  some  kind  of  understanding,  then  I  would  like  to  ex- 
plore with  the  jurisdictions  what  could  be  done  considering  that  we 
are  dealing  with  one  of  the  oldest  distribution  systems  in  the  coun- 
try and  that  I  know  for  a  fact  that  what  you  say  about  the  ability 
of  the  jurisdictions,  different  as  they  are  to  themselves,  to  fund  this 
matter  is  absolutely  true,  so  I  think  what  we  ought  to  do  is  look 
at  these  alternatives  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  all  of  you 
in  that  regard  to  see  if  we  could  move  this  along  and  not  let  it  stop 
here  at  the  talking  stage. 

Mr.  Perry.  It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  maintenance 
and  the  replacement  as  necessary  to  our  distribution  system  is  as 
important  as  taking  care  of  our  water  supply. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  absolutely  the  case  and  because  this  prob- 
lem arose  in  the  water  supply,  I  am  afraid  that  problem  is  not  well 
understood  except  by  the  various  jurisdictions  who  know  how  old 
it  is. 

We  could  have  a  very  serious  breakdown  and  no  amount  of  cau- 
tion in  the  water  supply  could  not  protect  it  if  we  do  not  move  more 
quickly. 

I  heard  on  the  radio  this  morning  the  amount  that  it  would  save 
the  government  if  it  had  only  maintained  roads  instead  of  simply 
building  them  when  they  rot  underneath  us. 

What  has  happened  with  other  water  distribution  systems  is  it 
is  slowly  rotting  underneath  us  and  something  is  going  to  happen 
some  day,  and  it  is  going  to  make  the  boil  water  incident  look  like 
a  picnic.  We  have  to  move  on  that  before  that  happens. 

I  know  that  all  of  you  were  concerned  as  well  with  the  notifica- 
tion system  about  the  crisis  because  there  was  a  defect  there  as 
well  and  the  various  jurisdictions  rallied  heroically  to  meet  that 
deficit.  Would  you  comment  on  the  status  and  the  nature  of  the 
COG  effort  to  formulate  a  regional  drinking  water  emergency  plan 
in  case  such  a  matter  arises  again? 
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Mr.  Mallett.  We  have,  I  think,  had  excellent  cooperation 
through  the  steering  committee  that  we  have  set  up  at  COG  on  re- 
vising the  notification  system.  We  have  the  assistance  of  the  Corps, 
the  EPA,  and  all  jurisdictions  in  putting  together  at  least  an  in- 
terim emergency  plan. 

Initially,  we  ran  into  some  difficulty.  I  think  there  was  some  turf 
fighting.  But  we  were  able  quickly  to  come  to  deal  with  that  issue 
and  we  have  in  place  an  interim  notification  plan  that  we  would 
put  into  effect  if  an  incident  happened  today. 

Ms.  Whipple.  I  would  like  to  thank  Mr.  Mallett  for  his  leader- 
ship in  these  efforts  to  get  a  good  communication  mechanism  up. 
We  feel  that  it  is  a  substantial  improvement. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you. 

I  would  appreciate  having  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  received  follows:] 
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ATT.     A 

Interim  Notification  Plan  for  a  Drinking  Water  Emergency  at  the  '      '  "^^ 

Washington  Aqueduct  Division 

Proposed  changes  as  of  7/1/94 
'  In  ftnal  veision,  names  and  phone  numbers  will  be  removed  and  inchided  in  an  attnrhmem  ** 

Note:  Parties  key  to  the  decision-making  process  are  indicated  with  a  *•*; 
whereas  parties  to  be  notified  are  indicated  with  a  "O*. 


Narrative 

I.  DETECT  EVENT 

Step  1.   WA  Detects  Event 

The  Washington  Aqueduct  (WA),  (202)  282-27(X),  identifies  an  "event"  at  the  Dalecarlia  and/or 
McMillan  water  treatment  plants.  For  the  purpose  of  this  plan,  an  "event"  is  something  that  could  affect 
the  potabiUty  of  the  drinking  water  provided  to  the  aqueduct's  wholesale  customers.  An  event  may  or  may 
not  be  a  violation  of  a  regulatory  standard  (see  Attachment  A).  Further  screening  and  consultation  will 
determine  whether  the  event  constitutes  an  emergency  that  affects  public  health. 


Step  2.  WA  Reports  Event  to  EPA 

Washington  Aqueduct  will  report  the  event  to  EPA  Region  III: 

•  24-hour  contact  number  1-800/352-1973  Ji79898 

In  addition  to  phone  contacts,  EPA  and  WA  have  estabUshed  communications  by  FAX  and  express 
mail.  Contacts  for  these  links  are: 

O  Al  Morris,  Director,  Water  Management  Division,     215/597-8227 
O  Jeff  Hass,  Chief.  Drinking  Water  Section,  215/597-9873 

O  George  Rizzo,  Specialist,  Drinking  Water  Section,     215/597-0609 


Step  3.  WA  Reports  Event  to  Wholesale  Customers 

Immediately  following  the  report  to  EPA,  Washington  Aqueduct  will  report  the  event  to  its 
wholesale  customers:  the  District  of  Columbia,  Arlington  County  and  the  City  of  Falls  Church.  WA  will 
use  the  following  24-hour  contact  numbers: 

•  D.C.  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  (DC/OEP),  202/727-6161. 

•  Arlington  Dept.  of  PubUc  Works  (Arl/DPW),  703/358-6555. 

•  Falls  Church  Dept  of  PubUc  Utilities  (FC/DPU),      703/241-5044. 

(Duty  offic€n  will  answtr  these  phones. ) 

The  wholesale  customers  will  notify  appropriate  officials,  mctaSag  the  Qnef  Administrative 
Officers  (CAOs),  within  their  own  govemments  according  to  their  own  procedures.  This  notification  will 
stress  that  the  event  is  under  review  and  that  fiirther  notice  will  be  given  if  an  emergency  actually  exists. 
The  wholesale  customers  also  will  notify  several  additional  parties: 

DC/OEP  will  notify: 

O  the  Pentagon,  703/697-1001. 

O  Washington  National  Airport,  703/685-8210. 

O  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary  Commission  301/206-8861. 
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Interim  Notification  Plan 
Draft  7/1/94 
Page  3 

UI.  CO^fDUCT  INTERNAL  NOTIFICATION 

Step  58.   EPA  Notifies  CAOs 

If  there  is  a  health  emergency,  EPA  Region  UI  will  immediately  inform  CAOs  in  the  affected  area 
(D.C.,  Arlington,  Falls  Church,  Fairfax)  and  in  those  neighboring  areas  (Alexandria,  Montgomery,  Prince 
George's)  where  confusion  might  exist  about  who  is  affected  and  where  major  segments  of  the  population 
may  work  or  engage  in  other  activity  in  the  affected  area.  Contacts  are: 

•  DC.  Deputy  Mayor's  Office,  202/727-6053  (Robert  MaUett). 

•  Arlington  County  Manager's  Office,  703/358-3120  (Anton  Gardner). 

•  Falls  Church  City  Manager's  Office,  703/241-5004  (David  Lasso). 

•  Alexandria  City  Manager's  Office,  703/838-4300  (Vola  Lawson). 

•  Fairfax  County  Executive's  Office,  703/324-2531  (William  Leidinger). 

•  Vienna  Town  Manager's  Office,  703/255-6370  (John  Schoebcriein). 

•  Prince  George's  Chief  Administrative  Off.,  301/952-4757  (Major  Riddick). 

•  Montgomery  Chief  Administrative  Office,  301/217-2500  (G«ne  Lynch). 

EPA  Region  HI  also  will  notify: 

•  the  COG  Executive  Director's  Office,  202/962-3210    (Ruth  Crone). 

O  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division,  which,  in  mm,  will  notify  its  customers  under  the 
procedure  outlined  in  Step  3. 

To  determine  when  the  emergency  has  ended,  EPA  Region  ffl  and  state/local  health  officials  will 
continue  to  monitor  conditions  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  The  CAOs  are  uiged  to  coosnlt  \ntlr  thw 
WbSc  Infonnation  0£Bceis  (PIOs)  on  the  states  attibe  emeigency. 


Step  6j>.   CAOs  Coordinate  Response 

After  direct  notification,  EPA  Region  HI  will  initiate  a  conference  call  of  the  CAOs  and  the  COG 
official  listed  in  Step  58  using  the  DC/OEP  teleconferencing  system.  The  CAOs  will  coordinate  an  initial 
response  to  the  emergency  based  on  background  information  provided  by  EPA  Region  EQ  and  state/local 
health  officials.  After  consultation  widi  the  PIOs,  Ddecisions  on  centralized/decentralized  press  briefings, 
information  centers,  operations  centers,  and  guidance  to  the  public  will  be  coordinated  per  the  PIOs  Pttbiic 
Response  Plan  (Attachment  C). 


Step  74a.  CAOs  Report  Decision  to  Elected  Officials 

The  CAOs  will  inform  local  and  state  elected  officials  of  the  decisions  that  have  been  taken  and 
the  background  of  the  emergency.  EPA  Region  m  will  notify  federal  officials  and  congressional 
representatives. 


CONDUCT  PUBLIC  NOTIFICATION 

Step  m.   CAOs  Notify  DC/OEP  to  Report  Decision  over  WAWAS 

The  CAOs  will  contact  DC/OEP  to  activate  the  Washington  Area  Warning  System  (WAWAS)  to 
notify  all  local  governments  in  the  region  of  the  nature  of  the  emergency  and  the  decisions  that  have  been 
taken. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  I  have  no  questions.  You  answered  it  with  your  open- 
ing statement  and  just  now,  my  one  question  would  be  the  degree 
of  cooperation  and  everybody  seems  quite  satisfied. 

Mr.  Mallett.  I  would  like  to  put  on  the  record  one  issue  that 
was  a  dialogue  about  discussions  about  alternative  financing  meth- 
ods. It  may  well  be  that  the  District  of  Columbia  is  involved  in 
some  of  those  discussions. 

Some  of  the  ideas  that  may  have  been  mentioned,  I  have  not 
been  made  aware  of  them  and  we  would  like  to  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  consult  with  the  Corps  about  any  financing  methods  that 
are  being  discussed,  because  we  are  already  very  close  to  our  debt 
ceiling  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  so  we  would  be  particularly  con- 
cerned about  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  We  certainly  would  not  move  without  the  District 
of  Columbia  being  totally  on  board  with  that. 

Mr.  Mallett,  I  have  one  more  question  for  you  having  to  do  with 
Region  Ill's  conclusion  that  the  District  of  Columbia  is  ineligible  to 
have  primacy  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act. 

As  I  understand,  EPA  sent  the  District  of  Columbia  a  letter  ear- 
lier in  the  month  expressing  the  position  that  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia cannot  have  primacy  because  the  Home  Rule  Act  precludes 
D.C.  from  controlling  the  Washington  Aqueduct  system. 

Since  D.C.  owns  and  operates  the  distribution  system,  it  could 
not  regulate  itself  as  I  understand  the  contents  of  that  letter.  I  am 
not  sure  of  what  D.C.'s  reaction  to  the  EPA  position  is,  but  I  recall 
that  in  1977,  the  District  of  Columbia  took  a  position  that  it  could 
have  primacy  since  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  specifically  in- 
cluded the  District  within  the  definition  of  a  State. 

Are  you  aware  of  this  pending  issue? 

Mr.  Mallett.  I  was  apprised  of  this  at  11:30  last  night,  so  I  do 
not  know  the  contents  of  the  EPA  letter.  It  is  being  forwarded  to 
my  office.  It  is  an  issue  which  I  would  like  to  get  back  to  your  office 
on. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  fine. 

Ms.  Whipple.  You  mentioned  £ind  we  discussed  the  issue  of  co- 
operation and  communication  among  the  jurisdictions  and  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  One  thing  we  do  like  about  the  legislation  that 
has  been  introduced  by  Senator  Warner  and  Congressman  Moran 
is  that  it  also  provides  for  some  continuing  linkages  between  the 
local  jurisdictions  and  the  Corps  in  the  operation  and  management 
of  the  plant  and  the  capital  improvement  program. 

So  in  addition  to  the  financing  mechanisms,  it  does  supply  a  way 
for  us,  the  jurisdictions,  to  continue  to  be  involved  in  the  process. 

Ms.  Norton.  Certainly  that  is  an  appropriate  and  salutary  fea- 
ture that  we  will  keep  mind  of. 

We  will  put  the  EPA  letter  in  the  record. 

[The  information  received  follows:] 
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\^VJ  I  UflTH)  STATES  QJVIHONMBirALIWOTECnON  AGENCY  «v  I- Vw^.i  V  UW 

^\rTJ  REGIONIII 

"•^  841  Chestnut  Buidng  ,       q      .  i  nT  PH  ♦<W 

PMada^jKa.  Pmn^Vania  19107-M31  JtM    ^     M  u  r  I  n    J^ 

AOMIKISTIUTOR'S  OFFICE 

Ms.  Farlal  Bishop,  Administrator  MAIf  3  /  ]994j 

Environacntal  Regulation  Adninistration 
Department  of  Consumer  &  Regulatory  Affairs 
2100  Kartin  Luther  King  Jr.  Ave.,  S.E. 
Washington,  D.C.  20020, 


Bljrt«Sp7  ^^ 


Dear  Ms,  Bi 

As  1  aentioned  at  our  recent  meeting,  staff  from  our  Office 
of  Reaional  Counsel  and  my  Division  have  been  looking  into  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  District  of  Columbia  can  be  given 
primary  enforcement  authority  (primacy)  for  the  Public  Water 
System  Supervision  (PWSS)  program.   The  last  time  the  issue  was 
researched  was  in  1977.   For  your  information,  I  am  enclosing 
some  of  the  correspondence  between  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
our  Agency  that  was  exchanged  at  that  time. 

Under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  its  implementing 
regulations  the  District  of  Columbia  is  included  in  the 
definition  of  a  State  and  thus  would  be  eligible  to  be  considered 
for  primacy,   in  order  to  receive  primacy,  however,  the  District 
would  be  required  to  demonstrate  that  it  can  satisfy  the  primacy 
criteria  contained  in  40  CFR  142.10. 

While  I  am  confident  the  District  could  satisfy  most  of  the 
criteria  referenced  above,  I  am  concerned  that  the  District  would 
still  be  unable  to  demonstrate  that  it  can  regulate  all  public 
water  systems  in  the  District,  or  take  appropriate  enforcement 
actions  to  enjoin  any  threatened  or  continuing  violation  of  the 
primary  drinking  water  regulations  (40  CFR  142.10(b) (6) (i)  & 
(ii) .   Specifically,  under  the  District  of  Columbia  Self 
Govei-nment  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act  of  1973  (P.L.  93- 
198)  the  District  is  limited  in  its  ability  to  regulate  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  (Section  &02 (b) ) .   That  fact,  coupled  with 
the  inherent  problems  of  one  Department  of  the  District 
regulating  another  Department,  are  the  two  main  obstacles 
preventing  us  from  awarding  primacy  to  the  District,  as  they  were 
in  1977.   If  the  District  believes  those  two  items  are  no  longer 
the  obstacles  to  primacy  that  we  identified  in  1977,  the  District 
should  submit  information  to  us  showing  why  they  are  not. 

You  also  raised  a  question  regarding  the  eligibility  of  the 
District  to  receive  a  portion  of  the  PWSS  gramt  funds,  allotted 
to  us  for  direct  implementation  of  the  PWSS  program  in  the 
District,  for  your  Department  to  use  in  ensuring  the  safety  of 
the  District's  drinking  water.   Without  the  District  having 
primary  enforcement  authority,  we  are  extremely  limited  in  the 
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Bctivitiaa  that  we  can  reimburse  the  District  for  performing, 
section  1442(b)(3)  gives  us  the  authority  to  make  grants  to  non- 
primacy  organizations  for  the  purposes  of  training  and  expanding 
the  capabilities  of  a  State  to  carry  out  the  non-PWSS 
responsibilities  of  the  8DWA.   He  have  identified  two  activities, 
implementing  the  Lead  Contamination  control  Act  (LCCA) ,  and 
ensuring  that  new  construction  is  in  compliance  with  the  Lead  Ban 
provisions  of  the  SDWA,  as  potential  areas  where  we  may  be  able 
to  enter  into  a  grant  agreement  with  the  District. 

I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  Lead  Contmnination  Control  Act 
(LCCA)  for  your  Information  and  if  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  the  primacy  issue  or  our  grant  proposals,  please 
address  them  to  Jeffrey  Hass,  Chief  of  the  Drinking  water 
Section.  Mr.  Hass  can  be  contacted  by  telephone  at  215-597-9873. 


sincerely, 


Alvin  R.  Morris,  Director 
Hater  Hemagement  Division 


Enclosures 


8.  Xeriner  (3HM40) 
J.  H«M  (3HM41} 
C.  Kilio  (3WM41). 
n.   Mulkey  (3RC00) 
R.  Smolski  (3RC12) 
R.  Sarajian  (3RC12) 
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direSertmtntt  iif  tiir^  Sistctrt  nf  Otnlumbta- 

OFFICE  or  THE  CORfORATION  COUNSd- 
__       o     pB  t>.  3T    n*"**'*'  ■"!«»««• 


$A:JCS:Jd 
robruary  1,  1977 


Th'cw  Lw^oa,  SsqcHra 
BtwrtrOT— nttt  Prokecdoa  Agency 
10«m  503  Cast  Tow«r 
401  M  8tr«*t;  8.  W. 
Va«1ttllCtoa.  D.   C.  20460 

I*s     Acc»i>^»zzcQ  of  primacy  by  ttie  Sistrlce  o£ 
Colombia  porsuant  to  the  Safe  Drlokiog 
Vaeex  Ace 

D«ar  Kc.  Larson: 

•  --  I  appradfttied  .tbe  time  tliat  yea  spenc  with  oe  dls- 
ooaslng  tha  problesi  of  tha  District  acceptlDg  prlciacy  undar 
Cha  Safa  Ddokixxg  Water  Act.     In  ccxmonlcatlDg  with  you.  X  am 
aspraatins  tlie  coocem  t±iat  has  becQ  voiced  to  me  oy  the 
ehlaf  aAaiiilatratlve  officers  of  the  Department  of  Eavlron- 
naneal  SarvLces  of  the  District  Govemooat. 

Qtetll  we  can.  resolve  the  question  of  vfaether  the 
District  of  GbluBible  Is  barred  frost  sssvmlng  prlmecy  by  virtue 
of  a  dataxmioatloix  chat  the  district  cnnnot  sue  Itself  there 
appaars  to  b«  little  point  la  proceedlztg  further  with  grant 
appllcadOBS. 

As  I  stated  to  you  on  the  telephoae,  I  feel  that  the 
inability  of  the  District  to  sue  Itself  Is  of  no  aore  st^jnifl- 
caaea  thaa  the  ability  of  a  state  to  sue  Itiself .     After  all 
scataa  vhlah  operate  water  supply  systecis   co  some  degree  will 
bava  cha  saae  prpblefii.     J^Ltii  rcspecc  to  that  operatloai   it: 
WHxld  ba  absurd  to  expect  tbe  state  to  lavoSia  legal  ^dcclOn 
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afftliiAt  lt««l£.     Ftnrtber,  the  District  of  Colombia  vas  spec- 
IfloAlly  lAoIuded  as  s  state  for  pvirposes  of  the  Act.  .  In 
ckMx  to  cv«luate  the  signifi.egace  of  this  inclusloa,  one 
a— d  oolj  racognlze  that  the     Congrass  has  plenery  powdr  over 
tlM  District  of  CoXombla.     ]j:t  £act  vh&tever  poXlca  pcwer  the 
District  of  Golxsnbla  sxorclAes  dfirlvad  from  Congressional 
d*lag«tioo  of  that  power*     XJad&e  th«  Coastitutloa  oil  the 
antboriQr  -wad  powers  o£  the  Govemmeit  of  ths  District  or 
Or>3jyM>  oost  cocoa  froot  Congress,      Xn  view  of  ths  blscorlcal 
rslstloasblp  of  the  District  to  the  Congress,  extd  In  vlc^  of 
tbe  lasluslaa  of  the  District  la  t^e  Act,  it  Is  exoazitig  to  iba 
tfast  axqr  ^oestlon  shottld  arise  with  respect  to  the  acceptsace 
of  pzlsMMj  br  tSte  District  of  Golunthla* 

Z  tiierefore  sincerely  hope  tiiat  you  will  be  able  co 
resah  sn  early  decision  vith  respect  to  this  matter,   since  it 
tM  of  SOBS  sigaificance  in  terms  of  the  timtng  of  grant  appli-' 
cations  and  ttxe  institution  of  a  District  water  at^ply  si^er- 
"vl^loa  profrswt  oeetin^  tiia  re<iulrements  of.  the  Act  and  the 
rsittlstloas  tiutt  have  been  adopted. 

Very  truly  yours. 


JQHK  C.  SAT.YKR 
Asslstsnt  Corporation  Counsel,  O,   C. 
202*629-5974 

oe:    He.  Jofaa  Brink 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

'  •  REGION   HI 

6Trt  AND  WAUNUT  STREETS  Ij  -C-vfijC 

PHILAOEU'HIA.  PENNSYLVANIA     t9t06  .J'^i  y^^T^JO 


Ifaix4i29.  19?7 


Jobi  V.  Brink.  Ciief 

liiTiiw  of  Air  and  Wacer  Qjalit7  Control 

n>ii«l(.liil    of  EmiizocmeaCaL  Services 

<U  I  Street.  N.W. 

Wuiib«tcn.  D.C.      20001 

Dmb-'mt.  Brisk: 

I  at  «eit±ng  at  the  xeqaesC  'of  Jbfan  C.  Salyer.  Esq.  tbat:  you  be  advised 
of  tbm  Btatus  of  EB^'s  legal  pevlew  of  t±e  Plstrlee  of  CPltnfal^'B 
•*^f'~-  OQ.sflH.sfy  tfa^  re^rgemencfi  ror  the  assuopCloa  of  prlmarv  aiferraniiflu- 
LE»lIlty  coatainfed  ail  mfe  btfa  lirdaking  Ifater  Act  (the  "Act"),  Z^ 

-  U.S;C.  f|30bCQ  et  seg.  and  d>oee  Tm&HatSaaa  ptibli^ied  in  the  FedexaL    -      ■ 
laglBtT  on  JasuaryTQ,  1976  (41  F.R.  2916}  to  jjipLeiBect  the  nadonal 

I  Iscacte  pcclDicuy  drfiiklng  water  TPgnTatlacis. 

Aa  3fOU  Imov  fcom  past  dtscusaloos.  EPA  is  cnnfymed  about  the  District's 
Alllcy  00  develop  and  Inplenent  aa  adetpiate  and  efiGact±ve  aiforcemsat 
pmgUB.    ILis  oiuyrii  stona  front  the  fact  that,  the  cbly  p'M-f'-  leter 
^yvOM  vLthia  the  District,  other  thsa  the  Uasbizigtaci  Aqueduct  operated     ■ 
W  tl»  Cozps  of  BagiaeeEa  and  behead  the  reguLatDzy  cootrol  of  the 
Oucdet,  is  a  conaecntlve  system  ouaed  ead  operated  by  die  District 
Itself.    The  District  thos  Sinis  Itself  faced  with  tiie  dual  role  of. 
bedn  both,  the  rpgnlnmr  acid  the  r^jolated.     The  coofllcts  inhsrent  In  a 
selr-aDforcgaent  sitiiaHnn  are,  of  course,  rather  obvious.    Ihe  vxjst 
— tly  discernible  encple  of  such  oonflxct  Is  the  District' s  inability 
09  izwtltccte  suit  against  Itself  Cor  >doIatians  of  applicabLe  legal 
reqfulrawriii-ij,  xeoo^iized  by  ^fc■.  Herbert  L.  Tudcer  and  He.  Salyer  in 
xaomt  corsespcadance  VELdi  ES&^ 

It  la  bacause  of  sudt  conflicts  thet  I  wrote  to  He.  Tudaer  on  Janoary  5. 
1S77 ,  ZKxiuestdng,  chac  chis..Diatrtr.r.  suggest-a.  mpHMa-of.  rpaol vf ngi  ttiis.  > ..   ■<     . 
pceblMu 
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Xo.  his  fTwmm^cJtrXcrifi  wldt  Thoneis  A,  Lnrsec.  o£  our  Headquarters'  f>ffi<-«» 
of  QmMKmL  CoiziseL  aod  Sgicssexii  U.  "Blaaa  of  oujr  0£f£ce  or  Bfigjooal  Gouosel,' 
He.-  ULym  has  expressed  tte  viev  thac  slzvce  tiie  District  is  iiicludad 
vLtMn  th«  Afit's  defluitioa  of  the  term  "State",  and  In  ligjit  of  the 
fact  thac  the  DisCrlct  gpvenanenc  darives  its  police  power  fronCongccss, 
vo  nmatiea.  itauld  «r£«e  zespecCing  t±te  Dlstdct's  acceptance  of  prxDiaqr. 
Uhile  actBLccedLy  the  Qistzlct  of  CoIuifoLa  is  s^tats  Taltiilii  due  deSzuLtlon 
of  tfa»  »ubllc  Healtfh.  Service  Act,  «  U.S.C.  §201(f).  to  Which  the  Safe 
Dtlaldflg  Wter  Act  is  aa  aaaaSaant,  ve.  do  not  believe  t£at  tliis,  by . 
Itaalf »  im  adequate  to  eo^lje  ttie  .District,  or  ao^  ocber  State,  to 
.aJHUBB  prtMiji  iddnut  farther  oooslderatlaa  of  tiie'  Scate'^  ability  to 
OMC  tSw  requirements  of  the  Act  and  EPA' s  Ifiplsuentang  xegulBtdcixs, 
•ipaeULly  those  coocalned  in  ^  C.F.R.  Part;  l/(2. 

Ih  a  raooQC  phone  coaversatlaa  wltb.-Hr.  KLass.  Mr.  Salyer  iiatLcaCfed  tibat , 
tlia  DlsDcleC  had  po  furdxEr  tfaoiigjucs  as  to  faow.tiie  ^elf-exEorcement  *  • 

'  ""i^fiWfT  ftaciag  it  can  be  effSactl-vely  xesolved.     Us,  cod,  fixtd  ourselves 

•vwU*  ta  «CfS^  aiQr  sodi  sussestuDS. 

kxoBiliaffij,  even  if  tbose  defiripriMM  In  die  District's  proposed 
.  *^r«eir^  vsbsr  regulatlflos  farou^ic  to  your  ettenfrfcin  by  Mr.  Banon.  G.  Lee 
of  Wf  ataCf  cm  be  ccocrected,  tfhe  oocitixued  HhsPTKVi  of  a  taaans  to  overoooB 
the  «r— !«"T  t-fTOTtigt-i*^*  attsendaot  vpon  die  District's. being  botii  dw 
sapdjtDcy  nd  operating  agax^  £3r  it's  water  suppiU^  system  vlll  pcevept 
oac  mmni  of  aa  appUc^cifln  for'  die  assu^pdoa  0£  primacy  enruruauaii: 
ft*— *^  aide  by  tbft  Diatxicc.   . 


aboidid  tha  District  not  be  aKLe  oo  assuae  pfcimaqr,  it  is  ny  undezstanding 
dvt  da  DLaolcC'a  driskixig  inter  diacrlbucJDba  facilttifig  would  be 
miimac  ts  the  saqufxcments  of  die  natiooal  interiin  prinary  dclaklzig 
«■&■:  ripnitifniT  in  die  sane  nanoer  as  wnild  voter  ai^ply  fflrllTt-f.mi  in 
—A  of  die  various  States. 

If  you  hmm  ay  questioDs,  I  wlU  be  ba;^  ts  dl^uss  diem  vich  you. 

^tay  truly  youcs. 


&eene  A.  Jooes,  Director 
Ijlaoec  Division 

oe;    J.  Stijtx 

■  K.'CtMra — --■■■ 

KMbdh 

bee 
D. 
A.  t.  Itanla 

K,  Satao 
T. 
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Sb:     M430 


JUW  161977 


Mr.  lucbcxt  L.  Todcex  . 

W.Tuwtor 

n^nt— ur  of  EovixoaaesLCaX  Sexvlces 

PlwiiUnrlBl  BttiiaiBg 

412  Uth  Straec.  K.  V. 

D.  C.     20004 


Pa«z  Itt'.  Tucker: 

3a  ■— rdmct  rgiiSi.  tba  S«f e  PrtTiVfTTg  Wacer  ilct,  K^or  ^Aobijigtoa  on 
VifcnuzT  25,  1976.  adndcced  a,  lectar  st«t^ig  ehac  t±*  BlACdct 
lattaiad  to  assnmff  tliA  primary  enfozcaaact  nt^ponslbiliiiy  for  the  Act. 

ii^ity. lly,  .tbe  -tn-trtaT  gcmit.  \ras  nmrditd  oa  Hay  IA»  1976,  for  Fiscal 

T«^  1176.     As  you  «xe  a««£«,  tSia.  Dlacrlet  bits  not  acc«pted  tdie  Hscal 
T«fr^4977  graat  aJE£«r  1>ecaaa«e  of  ishaza&t  xegolaeoi^  Uiaitacloxia  miXb. 
tm^mr.t  ro  t&a  accainmemC  of  tbA  pxlnaxy  eaforcanieat  xesponsfblllty.  ' 


previously  expressed  oar  eooeazn  over-tha  District's  capability 
l^lnwnf  aa  adeqnaee  and  «££aeclva  »r;^ftmsamfmt  pragrsn,  slaca. 
Mf  atiicr  xeasODS,  tba  Departauesxr  of  BnvizoaniBatal  Services  voold  1>e 
i  stfRurjr  respooslblA  for  txitli  tlia  rsgoladon  and  the  oparmtloa  o£  tbe 
Tbese  concaras  nsra  specifically-  detailed  dtnriDg  xunnaroaa 
eatersaflnns  wltih  yoor  $taf£  and  ixi  letters  fxom  Mr.  Greene  A.  Jones 
«s  Hr,  Krluk  on  Uazch  29,  1977  and  to  yoo  en  January  S,  1977.     Sobse^aently, 
AB  laferaadan  bas  been,  forwarded  by  tout  o££lce  x^ilcb  innsld  resolve  .  . 

this  laOMzent  ceftftlct. 

Ow#l  t.i»r  u  ^ilCb  tbiet  raqutrgnienta  for  a  determination  o£  priaazy 
aaforcaBBBt  responsibility  detailed  In.  40  C.F.R.  S142.10  is  necessaxy 
far  •  State  co  be  anazded  ebla  responslbtllcy.     lit  coopezatloii'  \iitt 
yeur  staff,  va  beve  been  itnable  to  Identify  any  TiwMtna  co  neer  tbee* 
aeedatotr  reqalr«nents.     As  a  result  of  tbese  de£lcienci«s«  the  Platrict 
caaeoc  be  asnrded  tbe  primary  enforcansnt  responsibility.     Aeeozdlnel7» 
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th*  re{cl£Cion  of  the  Slstclc£-8  v&ter  siyply  systeai.  as  decailed  la 
th»  »■  M oaal  Tntezlm  Frlnoxy  DdnVias  K'^tez-  Eeguleelons ,  will,  theseforc, 
be  thft  responsibility  of  this  Rca-ioaal  Of£ica. 

Is  discussed  above,  Che  Slscrlcc  corvtirols  tbe  operation  of  the  I'nccmftl 
vacer  supply  syscem  «nd.  as  vaeh  is  r&spacslble  for  ceztialu  activities 
r>MHTi»«rt  In  Che  K^clcnal  Xcteirls  Pzlsary  Drloklns  v;ecer  IL«{i;;ila^oa8. 
n*  •pedflc  re4xvls«fieiits  ara  nddrass^  in  the  eaclossd  amiEsaxy. 

Zf  you  ba.9«  suy  quexeions  concftrntTig  chess  na;ttesrs.  please  concacc  ne. 


Alvia  ft. 

JfctlB^  Ksgloaal  .Ldainlstntor 


BftcloATzrs 


.:SWk  Lcrsan 
Alsa  Lovla/^ 
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Ms.  Norton.  I  will  hold  the  record  open  for  any  expression  you 
want  to  make,  Mr.  Mallett,  concerning  my  last  question. 
[The  information  received  follows:] 

This  is  the  District's  answer  to  Congresswoman  Norton's  question: 
Recently,  EPA  forwarded  a  letter  denying  the  District  "primacy"  with  regard  to 
drinking  water  regulations  within  the  District.  Primacy  would  allow  the  District  to 
become  the  state  agency  in  the  regulation,  enforcement  and  monitoring  of  drinking 
water.  We  understand  that  given  present  provisions  in  the  D.C.  Code,  the  District 
is  ciurently  prohibited  from  regulating  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  The  District's  po- 
sition is  that  although  the  Code  prohibits  the  District's  regulation  of  the  Washington 
Aqueduct,  this  is  a  temporary  condition  and  the  District  will  be  working  towards 
securing  primacy  in  the  future.  Changes  to  the  Code  as  well  as  to  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  will  be  necessary  to  enact  District  primacy.  In  addition,  there  is  no 
money  or  staff  for  the  necessary  regulatory  functions.  Estimated  costs  of  $200,000/ 
yr  for  a  three  year  period  are  needed  to  develop  legislation  and  regulations  to  enact 
the  appropriate  state  drinking  water  activities. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  want  to  thank  all  three  of  you  for  very  helpful 
testimony. 

We  have  only  one  more  witness,  Mr.  James  Noonan,  the  Senior 
Associate  from  Malcolm  Pirnie,  Inc. 

I  see  you  feel  the  area  supply  is  safe,  Mr.  Noonan. 

Mr.  Noonan.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  may  proceed.  We  are  pleased  to  welcome  you. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JAMES  P.  NOONAN,  P.C.,  SENIOR  ASSOCIATE, 
MALCOLM  PIRNIE,  INC. 

Mr.  Noonan.  Madam  Chairman  and  Mr.  Horn,  it  is  a  pleasure 
to  be  here  this  morning.  I  am  Jim  Noonan  and  I  was  Malcolm 
Pimie's  Project  Manager  for  the  Comprehensive  Performance  Eval- 
uation. 

I  am  here  today  to  report  on  the  findings  and  recommendations 
presented  in  our  report.  In  my  statement,  I  will  first  provide  some 
background  on  the  applicable  drinking  water  regulations.  I  will 
then  discuss  the  probable  causes  of  the  treatment  plant  upset  that 
led  to  the  boiled  water  notice,  and  finally  describe  immediate  and 
near-term  actions  that  were 

Ms.  Norton.  Feel  free  to  put  your  entire  testimony  in  the  record. 
You  do  not  need  to  go  through  every  bit  of  the  testimony;  for  exam- 
ple, what  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Act  are. 

We  can  take  notice  of  that  because  we  are  the  appropriate  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  Noonan.  OK. 

Let  me  jump  ahead  to  what  we  found  on  the  boiled  water  event. 
When  we  examined  the  Dalecarlia  operating  data  leading  up  to  the 
boiled  water  notice,  there  were  two  significant  performance  prob- 
lems. 

First,  the  combined  filtered  water  effiuent  exceeded  the  0.5  tur- 
bidity unit  performance  criteria,  of  the  Surface  Water  Treatment 
Rule,  from  around  12:00  noon  on  December  5  to  approximately 
1500  hours  on  December  8. 

Second,  on  December  7,  the  combined  filtered  water  turbidity 
from  the  Dalecarlia  plant  exceeded  the  5.0  NTU  maximum  limit  for 
3  consecutive  samples  taken  at  1:00  a.m.,  2:00  a.m.,  and  3:00  a.m. 

Both  of  these  occurrences  are  significant.  As  indicated  in  the 
Guidance  Manual  to  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule,  a  plant 
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that  cannot  meet  the  0.5  NTU  criteria  may  not  be  providing  effec- 
tive microbial  removal. 

In  addition,  whenever  the  turbidity  exceeds  5.0  NTU,  there  is  a 
possibility  that  the  turbidity  could  interfere  with  the  disinfection 
process. 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  data  and  plant  operating  practices  at 
the  time,  the  turbidity  excursion  above  0.5  NTU  was  likely  caused 
by  a  combination  of  the  following  factors:  Factor  No.  1  was  the  de- 
pletion of  the  polymer  and  Basin  3  being  out  of  service  on  Decem- 
ber 5. 

Factor  No.  2  was  the  failure  to  monitor  individual  filter  perform- 
ance. 

The  third  factor  we  identified  was  inappropriate  filter  backwash 
procedures. 

The  fourth  factor  was  an  ineffective  polymer  strategy  was  being 
practiced  at  the  time. 

The  fifth  factor  was  inadequate  dispersion  of  alum  through  the 
water. 

The  sixth  factor  was  that  the  pH  of  coagulation  fell  outside  of  the 
optimum  range  for  removal  of  turbidity. 

The  violation  of  the  5.0  NTU  turbidity  limit  resulted  from  par- 
tially treated  water  from  Basins  3  or  4  being  applied  to  the  West 
Filters. 

During  this  period  of  time,  settled  water  quality  applied  to  the 
East  Filters  remained  between  2  and  2.5  NTU,  while  on  the  West 
Filters,  it  increased  above  5.0  NTU  for  a  5-hour  period  with  a  peak 
measurement  of  25  NTU  at  2:00  a.m. 

The  significantly  higher  settled  water  turbidity  from  Basins  3  or 
4,  compared  with  Basin  1,  suggests  an  interruption  or  reduction  in 
alum  feed  to  either  of  those  basins. 

While  the  operating  log  showed  approximately  the  same  alum 
dose  to  all  basins,  it  is  likely  that  the  alum  feeder  to  either  Basins 
3  or  4  was  overflowing,  resulting  in  insufficient  alum  dose  for  prop- 
er coagulation  and  settling  to  occur. 

Based  on  initial  findings,  the  following  immediate  actions  were 
recommended  and  have  already  been  implemented  by  the  Aque- 
duct, and  I  will  summarize  these. 

The  operations  staff  is  now  routinely  monitoring  effluent  turbid- 
ity of  each  individual  filter. 

Continuous  recording  turbidimeters  are  being  installed  on  each 
filter. 

There  is  now  a  written  procedure  that  requires  filters  to  be 
washed  whenever  the  effluent  turbidity  exceeds  0.3  NTU,  which  is 
well  below  the  0.5  NTU  limit. 

As  mentioned  by  General  Genega,  streaming  current  detectors 
have  been  installed  in  each  flume  downstream  of  the  point  of  alum 
addition,  and  these  detectors  have  the  ability  to  alert  operators  to 
any  change  or  interruption  in  alum  feed  or  of  any  significant 
change  in  raw  water  quality. 

The  application  points  for  the  two  polymers  have  been  moved,  re- 
sulting in  a  more  effective  polymer  strategy. 

As  a  handout  to  my  testimony,  I  had  a  figure  that  was  attached 
and  that  figure  really  shows  that  since  implementing  these  im- 
provements around  1  February,  that  the  plant  is  capable  of  produc- 
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ing  filtered  water  with  turbidity  of  less  than  0.2  NTU  and  routinely 
less  than  0.1  NTU,  which  is  significantly  better  than  the  minimum 
Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule  standard  of  0.5. 

Provided  the  plant  operating  staff  continue  to  follow  the  above 
recommendations,  the  Dalecarlia  plant  is  capable  of  consistently 
meeting  the  turbidity  performance  criteria  of  the  Surface  Water 
Treatment  Rule. 

The  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  also  identified  26 
additional  near-term  recommendations  for  further  improving  plant 
performance.  The  Aqueduct  has  submitted  an  action  plan  to 
USEPA  for  implementation  of  these  recommendations. 

Madam  Chair,  that  concludes  my  statement.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Noonan. 

Your  investigation  has  been  treated  by  the  EPA  and  the  Corps 
and  by  this  committee  as  the  most  authoritative  because  it  was 
most  comprehensive  in  many  respects,  though  we  have  learned 
from  the  Corps  about  the  differences  in  these  four  investigations. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  question  based  on  a  report  last  Monday 
in  The  Washington  Post  that  monitors  installed  to  check  the  per- 
formance of  filters  do  not  work. 

Could  you  tell  us  how  that  could  be  true  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Noonan.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  plant  has  been 
having  problems  calibrating  these  instruments,  and  a  turbidity 
meter  requires  a  certain  amount  of  maintenance  and  care  like  any 
other  piece  of  instrumentation. 

It  is  my  understanding  they  have  had  some  significant  problems 
in  calibrating  those,  but  have  been  working  with  the  manufacturer 
of  that  equipment  to  try  and  get  those  resolved. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  appreciate  that  General  Genega  has  come  to  the 
table  to  comment. 

General  Genega.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 

The  turbidimeters  that  we  installed  are  working.  They  require 
significantly  more  calibration  than  what  we  think  they  should;  that 
is  in  the  course  of  every  second  or  third  day,  we  have  to  recalibrate 
the  instrument.  That  is  heavy  in  the  time  for  personnel  to  do  that, 
but  they  are  working  giving  us  accurate  readings. 

We  have  in  the  calibration  process  a  backup  manual  examination 
so  we  know  when  they  are  going  out.  They  are  effective.  They  are 
just  requiring  more  work  than  we  thought  they  should.  We  are 
looking  at  other  alternatives  to  replace  those  meters,  working  with 
the  manufacturer  to  modify  the  way  we  use  them,  such  as  to  mini- 
mize that  amount  of  work.  But  they  are  functioning,  just  causing 
us  more  work  with  them  than  we  thought  they  should. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  for  that  clarification. 

Mr.  Noonan,  I  inquired  about  the  employee  who,  after  apparently 
doing  his  job  for  eight  years,  suddenly  one  day,  didn't  do  it  with 
disastrous  results. 

Mr.  Noonan.  Yes. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  was  not  even  speculation  as  to  what  hap- 
pened— which  leaves  us  with  some  real  concerns.  He  apparently 
wasn't  willing  to  say,  invoked  whatever  would  be  his  rights,  and 
everyone  understands  that. 
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At  that  point,  it  is  up  to  somebody  in  the  name  of  the  public  or 
some  professional  to  give  us  some  indication  of  what  might  have 
happened,  or  else  we  are  not  sure  it  won't  happen  again. 

So  I  would  like  to  hear  from  you  what  you  think  might  have  hap- 
pened, what  are  the  options  for  what  might  have  happened,  so  that 
suddenly  an  employee  did  not  do  what  he  had  always  done  before? 

You  have  done  an  investigation  and  you  are  an  independent  in- 
vestigator, so  I  ask  you. 

Mr.  NOONAN.  Let  me  start  by  saying  we  didn't  focus  on  trying 
to  point  fingers  at  who  was  responsible. 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  why  I  ask  the  question  the  way  I  do,  that 
technically  you  are  in  a  position  to  look  at  the  range  of  problems 
that  might  have  produced  this  result  as  opposed  to  looking  at  the 
person  that  might  have  produced  the  result. 

Mr.  NoONAN.  What  we  found  is  that  there  are  certain  things  you 
can  point  to  human  error.  The  fact  that  the  polymer  supply  was  de- 
pleted on  December  5,  obviously  somebody  made  an  error  in  judg- 
ment about  how  much  should  be  on  hand  to  supply  the  water 
needs. 

The  fact  that  if  there  appears  to  have  been  an  overflowing  alum 
feed  unit  that  caused  an  inappropriate  dose  of  alum  to  one  of  the 
treatment  trains  that  it  went  undetected.  There  was  a  procedure 
where  the  operators  are  supposed  to  check  the  alum  machines 
every  hour,  and  if  it  was  overflowing  for  three  hours,  someone 
failed  to  do  that. 

So  those  things  you  can  point  to  human  error.  In  our  opinion, 
there  were  several  what  we  call  key  standard  operating  procedures 
that  we  believe  were  not  proper.  The  failure  to  monitor  the  individ- 
ual filters  so  that  you  would  know  when  a  given  filter  was  experi- 
encing turbidity  breakthroughs  and  required  washing,  was  a  stand- 
ard procedure  that  was  not  practiced  at  the  plant  prior  to  our  in- 
vestigation. 

The  failure  to  wash  filters  when  the  effluent  turbidity  exceeded 
some  target  value  less  than  the  standards.  The  procedure  prior  to 
the  boiled  water  notice  was  to  wash  the  filters  every  96  hours  irre- 
spective of  what  the  effluent  turbidity  was.  So  that  is  a  flaw  in  op- 
erating procedure. 

The  polymer  strategy  that  was  in  place  really  didn't  provide  as 
effective  turbidity  removal  as  a  proper  polymer  strategy  could.  The 
alum  feed  line  arrangement,  the  part  it  was  providing  inadequate 
dispersion  of  alum  to  the  water  prior  to  the  event — these  are  all  op- 
erating procedures  that  really  we  feel  contributed  significantly  to 
the  problem. 

While  you  can  point  to  some  areas  of  human  error,  why  the  oper- 
ator failed  to  do  those  things,  I  can't  really  answer  that,  but  I  think 
there  was  more  there  than  just  the  fact  that  he  didn't  do  what  he 
was  supposed  to  do. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you. 

Are  you  satisfied  that  the  procedures  in  place  are  as  close  to  in- 
fallible as  human  judgment  and  human  activity  can  get? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  I  think  the  Corps  has  made  tremendous  strides  in 
correcting  some  operating  deficiencies.  I  think  the  action  plan  that 
we  laid  out  and  especially  the  interim  measures  that  were  laid  out, 
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provide  the  Corps  with  all  the  tools  they  need  to  deliver  water  that 
meets  standards. 

I  think  the  plant  is  certainly  capable  of  meeting  those  standards 
and  they  have  demonstrated  that  over  the  last  three  months  since 
implementing  these  improvements.  I  can't  sit  here  and  guarantee 
you  that  the  operators  are  going  to  perform  their  duties.  So  wheth- 
er or  not  there  are  adequate  measures  in  place  to  prevent  this  type 
of  an  event  from  occurring  again  is  beyond  my — I  would  only  be 
speculating. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  didn't  look  at  the  operators,  you  didn't  look  at 
the  staff  and  their  capabilities  in  doing  your  investigation? 

Mr.  NOONAN.  On  a  cursory  review,  we  looked  at"  it.  We  have  rec- 
ommended specific  training  related  to  understanding  the  chemistry 
of  coagulation  which  we  felt  was  something  that  not  all  operators 
had  a  good  grasp  on. 

We  have  recommended  that  and  I  know  the  Corps  is  following 
up  with  that  type  of  training  for  their  operating  staff,  but  in  the 
limited  time  that  we  had  available,  we  couldn't  examine  the  effi- 
ciency of  every  operator. 

I  think  EPA  has  spent  time  doing  that.  We  tried  to  focus  more 
on  the  big  picture  items  and  provide  the  Corps  with  those  actions 
that  would  give  them  the  greatest  return  on  their  investment  at 
this  time. 

Ms.  Norton.  Have  you  looked  at  or  examined  closely  the  action 
plan  that  the  Corps  has  submitted  to  EPA? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  I  had  the  Corps  fax  me  a  copy  of  that  last  Friday 
and  did  review  it.  It  appears  as  though  they  are  implementing  all 
our  26  near-term  recommendations. 

Ms.  Norton.  Based  on  your  evaluation,  what  portion  of  the  im- 
provements needed  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  can  be  done  or 
made  without  additional  funding? 

Mr.  Noonan.  I  am  not  sure  I  can  answer  that  because  I  am  not 
sure  what  kind  of  funding  they  have  available  to  them  at  this  time. 
The  interim  recommendations  that  we  made  have  been  imple- 
mented and  I  guess  they  have  been  able  to  do  that  within  the  fund- 
ing available. 

Some  of  the  other  things  that  we  have  recommended  are  going 
to  require  some  capital  dollars  to  implement  those,  so  I  suspect 
they  will  be  needing  funding  somewhere  for  those  items. 

Ms.  Norton.  Will  your  firm  be  performing  any  follow-up  mon- 
itoring or  review  of  the  operations  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct? 

Mr.  Noonan.  Not  related  to  the  Aqueduct's  operations.  We  are, 
in  concert  with  Whitman  Requardt  out  of  Baltimore,  going  to  be 
working  on  the  residuals  disposal  problem  and  we  will  be  working 
on  that,  but  in  terms  of  providing  assistance  to  the  Corps  in  imple- 
menting the  near-term  recommendations,  I  am  not  sure  that  we 
will  be  involved  in  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  you  think  the  EPA  is  independent  enough  to 
offer  the  oversight  necessary  to  assure  that  your  recommendations 
are  implemented? 

Mr.  Noonan.  Do  I  think  EPA  is  independent  enough? 

Ms.  Norton.  Let  me  rephrase  that. 

EPA  was  obviously  involved  here  in  the  incident,  and  they  are 
implicated  in  the  incident.  You  are  completely  independent.  You 
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have  made  recommendations.  You  have  testified  that  you  will  not 
be  directly  involved  in  assuring  that  those  recommendations  are 
carried  out.  I  can  understand  that. 

You  are  an  independent  consultant.  That  leaves  the  EPA.  Is  it 
your  view  that  the  EPA  can  sufficiently  monitor  and  give  oversight 
of  these  recommendations  to  see  that  they  are  properly  and  ade- 
quately carried  out? 

Mr.  NOONAN.  I  think  they  will  have  to  spend  a  little  more  time 
than  they  have  in  the  past  looking  at  the  plants,  but  yes,  I  think 
they  have  the  capability  to  do  it. 

Ms.  Norton.  We  had  testimony  that  while  they  had,  in  fact, 
monitored  the  Corps  and  the  plant  a  few  times  a  year,  they  have 
stepped  it  up  to  twice  a  month. 

Do  you  think  that  is  the  kind  of  oversight  that  is  necessary  to 
implement  the  recommendations  adequately? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  I  think  it  is  a  start. 

Ms.  Norton.  If  it  is  a  start,  what  would  be  a  finish? 

Mr,  NoONAN.  I  am  not  sure  how  much  staff  or  resources  EPA  has 
available  to  provide  assistance  here  as  the  primacy  agency.  I  know, 
for  instance,  in  the  State  of  Virginia  when  the  health  department 
gets  involved  in  projects,  there  is  a  considerable  amount  of  time 
spent  by  them  reviewing  what  is  going  on. 

It  is  almost  a  very  close  relationship  with  the  water  purveyors 
and  the  primacy  agency,  in  that  case  the  Health  Department  of 
Virginia.  So  I  think  that  EPA  is  going  to  have  to  spend  more  time 
looking  at  what  is  going  on  in  the  plant. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Noonan. 

Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you.  Madam  Chairman. 

First  let  me  congratulate  you  on  your  excellent  series  of  ques- 
tions. You  could  have  made  a  million  dollars  in  the  courtrooms  of 
America,  but  here  we  are. 

Mr.  Noonan,  on  page  6  of  your  testimony,  you  stated  the 
Dalecarlia  plant  will  be  capable  of  consistently  meeting  the  turbid- 
ity performance  criteria  of  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule  pro- 
vided the  plant  operating  staff  continues  to  follow  the  recommenda- 
tions in  your  firm's  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation. 

I  am  going  to  ask  a  question  that  Chairman  Norton  already  has 
explored  a  little  bit.  Does  this  predictability  of  its  success  hinge  on 
the  funding  required  for  the  capital  improvement  plan,  the  so- 
called  conceptual  modernization  plan?  Can  you  say  anything  more 
than  just  proper  training  of  the  current  people  will  solve  the  prob- 
lem? 

Did  you  note  in  going  through  your  review  compared  to  the  other 
water  facilities  you  have  examined,  major  flaws,  major  lacks,  how- 
ever you  want  to  put  it? 

Mr.  Noonan.  Let  me  try  to  answer  that. 

The  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  looked  at  low  cap- 
ital improvements  that  could  be  made  to  improve  performance, 
whereas  the  conceptual  modernization  plan  really  looked  at  the  fu- 
ture and  what  drinking  water  regulations  are  going  to  require  the 
Aqueduct  to  do  in  order  to  meet  those  regulations. 
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So  it  laid  out  a  plan  really  to  meet  future  recommendations.  That 
is  going  to  take  a  tremendous  capital  investment,  as  many  talked 
about  here  this  morning. 

The  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation,  we  haven't  tried  to 
and  I  don't  know  if  the  Corps  has  tried  to  estimate  what  the  capital 
requirements  of  implementing  those  33-some  recommendations  are. 

I  suspect  the  Corps  has  done  that  at  this  point  since  they  have 
submitted  to  EPA  some  type  of  an  action  plan  or  they  are  at  least 
looking  at  it.  But  I  have  no  idea  what  those  capital  dollars  will  in- 
volve in  terms  of  implementing  the  Comprehensive  Performance 
Evaluation. 

Mr.  Horn.  On  page  2  of  your  testimony,  you  mentioned 
Cryptosporidium  in  relation  to  the  so-called  Enhanced  Surface 
Water  Treatment  Rule,  and  could  you  tell  us  a  little  more  about 
that? 

What  is  likely  to  result,  what  impact  would  this  have  on 
Dalecarlia  and  its  current  operations  and  its  funding  needs? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  As  I  understand  it,  in  light  of  what  happened  in 
Milwaukee,  EPA  is  now  looking  at  tightening  down  on  the  Surface 
Water  Treatment  Rule.  When  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule 
developed,  it  looked  at  turbidity  giardia  viruses,  legionella,  but  not 
at  Cryptosporidium. 

The  measures  that  are  in  place  right  now,  the  barriers  that  are 
in  place  with  the  surface  Water  Treatment  Rule  do  not  necessarily 
provide  all  the  protection  that  is  needed  against  Cryptosporidium, 
so  EPA  is  looking  at  what  they  call  the  Enhanced  Surface  Water 
Treatment  Rule  that  will  provide  greater  disinfection  capability  in 
order  to  mitigate  any  problems  that  there  may  be  with 
Cryptosporidium. 

I  understand  the  time  frame  for  that  is  to  be  effective  within  the 
next  couple  of  years.  That  is  legislation  or  a  rule  that  is  now  being 
developed  by  EPA. 

Mr.  Horn.  How  much  experience  have  you  had  in  looking  at  the 
operation  of  water  treatment  plants  throughout  the  country?  Is 
that  one  of  your  specialties  basically? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  Let  me  say  that  our  team  that  we  had,  I  was 
project  manager  on  a  team.  We  have  people  with  far  more  experi- 
ence than  I  do  in  looking  at  operations  of  plants. 

I  was  the  project  manager.  My  specialty  is  design  of  these  types 
of  facilities.  Some  of  my  colleagues  have  more  experience  in  actu- 
ally looking  at  operability  issues  and  we  had  them  involved  in  that 
part  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Horn.  Well,  based  on  your  experience  with  the  team  and  ob- 
viously the  capacity  your  firm  has  with  various  types  of  drinking 
water  treatment  plants,  I  am  interested  in  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  compliance  issues. 

Can  you  compare  the  Dalecarlia  incident  with  different  responses 
around  the  Nation?  Have  we  had  similar  situations  ?  We  know 
about  Milwaukee,  but  how  about  the  ones  that  didn't  hit  the  head- 
lines? 

When  you  have  gone  through  a  plant,  are  there  operating  proce- 
dures you  have  seen  elsewhere  that  ought  to  be  used  here?  Are  we 
now  up  to  snuff  in  terms  of  operating  procedures  in  the  Dalecarlia 
plant  and  other  plants  in  the  Washington  Aqueduct? 
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Mr.  NOONAN.  As  part  of  our  evaluation,  we  did  visit  facilities 
that  are  currently  operated  by  the  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary 
Commission  and  the  Fairfax  County  Water  Authority,  both  of 
which  treat  Potomac  River  water. 

We  tried  to  bring  in  that  collective  knowledge  that  they  have  de- 
veloped over  the  years  in  how  to  treat  this  type  of  water.  Some  of 
our  recommendations  mirror  that  expertise,  and  that  knowledge 
that  has  been  brought  to  bear. 

Mr.  Horn.  When  your  team  or  your  firm  has  visited  other  plants, 
including  the  two  in  the  metropolitan  area,  and  we  think  of 
Dalecarlia  as  a  multi-million  dollar  capitalization  that  has  been 
discussed  a  number  of  times  this  morning,  does  that  mean  that  ba- 
sically we  are  in  a  different  situation  than  other  plants  around  the 
United  States  or  do  all  water  treatment  plants  face  a  problem  of 
obsolescence  as  you  have  looked  at  they  will  have  over  the  years? 

Mr.  NoONAN.  Many  plants  across  the  country  are  going  to  be 
spending  some  major  capital  dollars  to  comply  with  more  stringent 
regulations  that  are  coming  in  the  next  three  to  five  years,  so  that 
is  not  unusual. 

Mr.  Horn.  That  is  certainly  the  sense  we  get  from  having  heard 
dozens  of  witnesses  on  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  other  Acts  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

I  guess  my  only  thought — and  this  is  directed  at  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, the  General  in  charge  of  Civil  Works  who  kindly  has  re- 
mained, when  you  look  at  what  happened  here  and  I  have  seen  it 
in  my  own  organization  when  I  was  a  university  president,  too 
often  we  take  for  granted  that  the  operating  manuals,  because  they 
have  one,  are  actually  being  implemented. 

The  question  I  would  ask  in  any  human  organization  where  you 
are  dealing  with  a  human  factor  and  with  rapid  changes  in  tech- 
nology, to  what  degree  is  the  Corps  using  this  incident  as  a  basis 
for  systematically  reviewing  other  responsibilities  it  has? 

Now  I  am  thinking  of  the  flood  control  situation  in  southern  Cali- 
fornia, in  the  Great  Plains,  all  the  rest  of  it.  Is  this  a  chance  to 
really  go  out  and  check?  Are  we  up  to  date  in  the  operating  proce- 
dures, whatever  facility  of  the  Corps  that  we  are  responsible  for? 

You  affect  the  lives  of  millions  of  citizens  and  you  do  your  job 
very  well,  but  we  are  all  busy  in  this  world  and  sometimes  the  sim- 
plest little  thing  that  causes  us  the  biggest  problem  when  it  goes 
wrong,  we  say  "Gee,  they  have  the  manuals.  I  guess  they  are 
okay." 

In  this  fast-changing  field  of  technology,  last  year's  manual 
might  not  be  okay.  Obviously  training  is  key,  but  what  is  the  role 
of  that  person?  What  are  they  supposed  to  be  doing  and  are  they 
doing  it  and  if  they  drop  dead  tomorrow,  can  we  bring  in  somebody 
and  will  they  know  instantly  what  to  do  because  it  is  written  down 
somewhere? 

What  is  your  feeling  on  that.  General? 

General  Genega.  Your  point  is  well  taken.  We  perhaps — and  this 
is  hindsight — should  have  learned  from  our  other  activities  with  re- 
gard to  our  treatment  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct  rather  than  the 
flip. 

For  example,  on  operation  of  our  dams,  I  think  as  being  places 
where  we  directly  affect  the  lives  of  many  millions  of  Americans, 
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we  have  a  systematic  process  of  reviewing  those  manuals.  They  are 
reviewed  periodically.  They  are  subject  to  coordination  with  State 
and  local  authorities  that  are  responsible  for  the  well-being  of  their 
citizens. 

We  did  not  apply  those  to  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  We  have 
applied  that  review  now  with  Malcolm  Pimie,  with  EPA.  Our  in- 
tention is  to  do  those  on  a  cyclical  basis  as  we  do  in  our  other  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Your  point  is  well  taken.  We  intend  to  implement  it  here.  We  in 
hindsight  should  have  done  that  based  on  our,  not  just  experience, 
but  the  way  we  implement  our  responsibilities  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Horn. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  sitting  as  Ranking  Member 
throughout  this  long  hearing  and  for  the  way  in  which  you  brought 
to  bear  with  obviously  less  familiarity  with  this  region  some  of  the 
cardinal  points  that  relate  to  the  subcommittee's  overall  jurisdic- 
tion. 

I  appreciate  knowing  that  you  are  a  fourth-generation  Washing- 
tonian.  That  makes  two  of  us  on  this  subcommittee,  and  there  are 
very  few  of  us  left. 

The  hearing  has  been  very  useful  and  I  want  to  thank  all  the 
participants,  Mr.  Noonan  and  all  who  have  preceded  you.  I  think 
what  you  have  done  this  morning  is  to  provide  the  necessary  assur- 
ance to  the  residents  of  this  region  that  the  steps  that  you  could 
take  since  December  have  indeed  been  taken. 

While  there  are  additional  steps  to  be  taken,  I  think  that  the  as- 
surances that  the  committee  sought  have  been  provided,  and  I 
want  to  indicate  my  appreciation  that  the  four  investigations  were 
done  and  completed  in  short  order. 

Let  me  say  in  closing  the  hearing  that  I  think  that  there  are  two 
major  deficiencies  that  need  to  be  noted.  One  is  that  we  do  not 
have  a  basis  for  comparing  yet,  although  this  is  the  second  time  it 
has  been  raised,  the  plants  in  this  region  with  some  standard — a 
standard  that  we  who  teach  use,  which  is  marking  on  the  curve 
even. 

I  still  teach  a  course  at  the  Georgetown  Law  School  so  I  know 
all  about  marking  on  the  curve.  I  don't  know  what  the  curve  is  for 
plants  or  at  least  for  their  procedures  for  first  readings.  So  I  really 
have  no  basis  to  judge  where  we  fit,  whether  we  are  at  the  bottom, 
at  the  top,  in  the  middle.  It  would  help  us  to  know  that. 

There  will  be  other  oversight  hearings  because  we  are  going  to 
try  to  do  these  hearings  at  least  on  an  annual  basis.  We  need  to 
know  and  EPA  must  have  some  data  that  will  enable  the  Corps 
and  the  EPA  to  judge  this  region  against  others,  and  until  we  have 
that,  we  will  not  be  able  to  report  to  the  residents  of  the  region 
that  all  is  well. 

We  recognize  that  there  are  perhaps  unusual  problems  with  re- 
spect to  our  physical  infrastructure  in  part  because  we  are  an  old 
area  when  it  comes  to  that  infrastructure.  So  the  second  area  of 
concern  is  one  that  is  not  in  your  complete  control,  and  that  is  de- 
vising a  system  to  finance  the  beginning  of  a  modernization  of  the 
physical  infrastructure. 
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That  alone  poses  a  separate  and  unrelated  problem  that  must  be 
addressed.  We  only  have  hold  of  half  the  problem  now.  You  are 
modernizing  your  procedures.  It  is  up  to  all  of  us  to  continue  tb 
work  to  modernize  the  distribution  system  that  is  equally  impor- 
tant. 

We  want  to  assure  you  that  we  will  follow  up  on  our  concerns, 
ask  you  to  continue  to  follow  up  on  yours,  and  we  express  our  ap- 
preciation for  what  you  have  done  thus  far. 

I  want  to  especially  express  my  appreciation  to  Chairman  Apple- 
gate  and  to  the  staff  of  the  subcommittee  who  are  greatly  overbur- 
dened as  we  approach  the  end  of  the  session,  but  nevertheless, 
found  time  to  help  us  to  organize  this  hearing  and  lead  the  sub- 
committee through  this  effort. 

Thank  you. 

The  subcommittee  is  adjourned  until  9:30  Wednesday,  June  22, 
1994. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:20  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene  at  9:30  a.m.,  Wednesday,  June  22,  1994.] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased 
to  be  here  today  to  provide  an  update  on  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
studies  and  actions  related  to  the  water  supply  problem  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  in  early  December  1993.   Accompanying  me 
today  are  Brigadier  General  Paul  Y.  Chinen,  the  North  Atlantic 
Division  Commander,  and  Colonel  J.  Richard  Capka,  the  Baltimore 
District  Commander,  who  have  responsibility  for  operation  of  the 
Washington  Aqueduct. 

That  incident  affected  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  neighboring  communities  in  Maryland  and  Virginia.   Today  I 
can  assure  you  and  the  water  users  that  water  coming  from  the 
Corps'  water  treatment  plants  is  of  good  quality  and  safe  to 
drink  and  will  continue  to  be  so. 

I  will  summarize  the  events  that  occurred  during  the 
December  incident  and  the  quality  of  water  from  the  plant  since 
the  incident.   I  will  then  address  the  various  studies  and 
investigations  following  the  incident,  actions  already  taken  on 
some  of  the  recommendations,  and  planned  future  actions.   I  will 
conclude  with  a  discussion  of  actions  related  to  four  areas  of 
concern  raised  by  this  Subcommittee  last  December. 

Summary  of  Incident 

On  December  8,  1993,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  Region  III  issued  a  Boil  Water  Notice  to  the  residents  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  Falls  Church  and  Arlington  County, 
Virginia. 

The  notice  was  issued  as  a  precautionary  measure  in  response 
to  the  high  level  of  turbidity  that  we  detected  in  the  treated 
water  supply  coming  from  the  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant  and 
reported  to  EPA  Region  III  on  December  7,  1993.   The  potentially 
harmful  organism  of  concern  was  Cryptosporidium. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  conducted  three  consecutive  days  of 
special  testing  for  the  organisms  of  concern  and  none  was  found 
in  the  water.   EPA  required  only  two  consecutive  days  of  organism 
free  samples,  but  we  decided  to  do  a  third  day  of  samples  to  make 
sure  the  water  was  safe.   We  also  took  additional  distribution 
system  bacteriological  samples  to  affirm  the  water  was  safe. 

Additionally,  we  understand  that  clinical  surveys  of  area 
hospitals  and  nursing  homes  conducted  by  public  health  officials 
showed  no  increase  in  illnesses  that  could  be  caused  by  water- 
borne  organisms.   After  EPA  verified  that  the  Dalecarlia  plant 
was  operating  satisfactorily  and  was  well  within  EPA  standards, 
the  Boil  Water  Notice  was  lifted  on  December  11,  1993. 
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Immediately  after  the  incident  occurred,  the  Corps  began  an 
investigation  into  the  cause.   Our  conclusion  was  that  there  were 
several  aggravating  factors,  but,  ultimately,  it  was  human  error 
that  caused  peak  turbidity  readings  for  filtered  water  to  rise 
above  the  EPA  allowable  standard  of  5  nephelometric  turbidity 
units  (NTU) .   We  found  that  aluminum  sulfate  (alum) ,  a  coagulant 
chemical,  was  not  added  in  the  appropriate  manner  to  compensate 
for  the  raw  water  turbidity.   It  appears  there  was  an  imbalanced 
distribution  of  alum  into  one  of  the  flumes,  or  channels,  through 
which  water  flows  to  the  sedimentation  basins.   This  misdosing  of 
the  alum  chemical  resulted  in  high  levels  of  turbidity  passing 
through  the  sedimentation  process  (where  most  should  have  been 
removed)  and  on  to  the  rapid  sand  filters.   Some  of  these  filters 
were  overwhelmed,  resulting  in  the  turbidity  breakthrough. 

The  Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant's  performance  since  the 
December  incident  has  met  EPA's  average  turbidity  performance 
criterion  of  0.5  NTU  for  filtered  water.   Filtered  water 
turbidities  have  averaged  less  than  0.15  NTU,  with  a  maximum 
reading  of  0.42  NTU.   This  has  been  accomplished  despite  the  fact 
that  raw  water  turbidities  have  reached  levels  that  exceeded 
those  preceding  the  December  incident. 

We  are  now  cleaning  each  filter  when  one  of  three  thresholds 
is  reached:   when  filtered  water  turbidity  reaches  0.30  NTU  for 
that  filter;  when  there  is  a  six  foot  head  loss  through  the 
filter;  or,  when  the  filter  has  operated  for  seventy-two  hours. 
The  0.30  NTU  is  well  below  EPA  thresholds  for  the  filtered  water 
for  the  entire  plant. 

Investigations  and  Actions  TaXen 

We  have  thoroughly  evaluated  our  operations  through  a 
Commander's  internal  investigation,  an  independent  peer  review, 
and  a  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation.   Additionally,  the 
EPA  has  reviewed  our  operations. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  we  had  the  benefit  of  an  impartial 
expert  assessment  of  our  Aqueduct  operation,  we  asked  a  sister 
water  utility  from  Newport  News,  Virginia,  to  do  a  peer  review 
and  make  recommendations  for  immediate  improvements.   We  also 
contracted  with  a  recognized  expert  in  the  field  of  water 
treatment,  Malcom  Pirnie,  Inc.,  to  do  the  Comprehensive 
Performance  Evaluation  of  the  overall  operation  of  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  Division  and  both  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water 
Treatment  Plants.   Finally,  we  received  the  results  of  EPA's 
investigation  of  the  event. 

We  did  not  wait  for  the  final  reports  from  the 
investigations  to  make  changes.   As  soon  as  prudent  interim 
recommendations  were  available,  we  implemented  the  appropriate 
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adjustments.   Several  of  the  immediate  adjustments  that  were  made 
include: 

1.  Providing  additional  supervision  to  ensure  problems  are 
recognized  and  appropriately  addressed  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.  Completing  installation  of  streaming  current  monitors 
that  provide  continuous  direct  readings  of  the  effectiveness  of 
the  alum  dosage.   They  are  in  place  and  operating. 

3.  Ensuring  timely  completion  of  installation  of  filter 
condition  monitoring  equipment  that  allow  us  to  respond  to  filter 
efficiency  variations  as  they  occur.   This  equipment  is  in  place 
and  operating. 

4.  Adjusting  the  application  of  chemical  polymers  to 
maximize  the  effectiveness  of  both  the  coagulation  and  filtration 
process . 

Additionally,  we  have  initiated  improvements  to  our  formal 
training.   Staff  training  has  been  expanded  to  incorporate  the 
latest  available  information  and  instruction.   This  training  will 
include  the  implementation  of  a  formal  operator  certification 
program.   Once  fully  implemented,  we  will  have  an  Association  of 
Boards  of  Certification  sanctioned  program  that  will  certify  the 
qualifications  of  all  plant  operators.   Certification  will  be  a 
prerequisite  for  specific  positions  and  career  advancement. 

Conclusions  from  all  four  investigations  have  allowed  us  to 
review  and  adjust  operating  procedures  and  staffing  policies  to 
ensure  that  water  quality  remains  satisfactory  and  that  efficient 
notifications  and  responses  to  water  quality  issues  are  assured. 
We  are  continuing  to  review  our  standard  operating  procedures  and 
are  revising  our  treatment  plant  operations  and  maintenance 
requirements. 

Malcom  Pirnie  also  provided  us  a  concept  plan  for  the 
modernization  of  our  water  treatment  facilities.   I  want  to  point 
out  that  developing  this  plan  was  a  separate  action  from  the 
review  of  the  December  incident.   It  was  undertaken  in  response 
to  a  request  to  the  Corps  by  both  this  subcommittee  and  EPA 
Region  III  to  define  a  "state  of  the  art"  water  treatment  plant 
and  to  provide  a  plan  for  its  implementation. 

Future  Directions 

The  Corps  has  an  ongoing  capital  improvements  program  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  which  includes  replacements,  upgrades  and 
improvements  needed  to  ensure  reliability  and  to  meet  current  and 
projected  regulatory  standards.   This  major  capital  improvements 
program  has  been  coordinated  with  our  customers.   We  have  done  a 


269 


comparative  review  of  our  capital  improvements  program  and  the 
Malcom  Pirnie  recommendations,  which  were  very  similar.   In 
conjunction  with  EPA  and  our  customers,  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  Arlington  County  and  Falls  Church  Public  Works,  we  have  put 
together  a  modernization  plan  for  implementation,  subject  to  the 
availability  of  funds. 

Briefly,  our  conceptual  modernization  plan  defines  a  state- 
of-the-art  water  treatment  system.   It  establishes  three  levels 
of  priority  (stages  of  improvements) . 

The  first  level  identifies  improvements  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  next  round  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 
standards,  which,  by  1998,  will  call  for  a  reduction  in  levels  of 
total  trihalomethanes  (THM)  from  100  micrograms  per  liter  to  80 
micrograms  per  liter  and  a  new  requirement  of  16  micrograms  per 
liter  of  HAAs.   Our  current  average  THM  level  is  92  micrograms 
per  liter. 

The  first  priority  improvements  have  been  identified  in  our 
existing  Capital  Improvement  Program  that  is  presented  annually 
to  Congress  in  conjunction  with  the  District  of  Columbia  budget. 
They  include  dredging  the  Dalecarlia  Reservoir,  improved 
sedimentation  basin  solids  removal  and  disposal,  computerized 
monitoring  and  controls,  and  chemical  storage  and  delivery 
facilities  for  the  production  of  chloramine,  an  alternative 
disinfectant  to  further  reduce  the  formation  of  THM.   The 
estimated  cost  of  these  water  quality  and  system  reliability 
improvements  is  from  $71.2  to  $126.5  million,  with  completion 
expected  in  June  1998. 

The  second  stage  of  improvements  addresses  the  anticipated 
further  reduction  of  allowable  THM  levels  to  40  micrograms  per 
liter  around  the  turn  of  the  century.   Attaining  this  proposed 
level  will  require  the  substitution  of  ozone  for  primary 
oxidation  and  the  use  of  granular  activated  carbon  cap  on 
existing  filters  to  promote  bio-degradation  of  naturally 
occurring  organic  matter,  the  precursor  to  THM  formation. 

These  second  stage  improvements  are  estimated  to  cost  from 
$92.8  to  $192.2  million.  The  estimated  deadline  for  completion 
is  January  2002. 

The  third  stage,  from  2002  and  beyond,  addresses  future 
potential  drinking  water  requirements  beyond  the  second  stage 
horizon.   This  level  addresses  synthetic  organic  compounds  and 
pesticides,  which  might  require  the  use  of  granular  activated 
carbon  filtration. 
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Committee  Areas  of  Interest 

There  were  four  areas  of  concern  raised  by  this  committee 
last  December:   customer  coordination;  notification  procedures; 
alleged  disposal  of  hazardous  waste;  and  equal  employment 
opportunity  concerns.   I  will  summarize  our  efforts  related  to 
these  items. 

Customer  Coordination 

We  have  formalized  a  process  for  holding  at  least  a 
quarterly  meeting  among  the  various  customers  (Directors  of 
Public  Works)  and  Corps  executive  level  commanders.   There  has 
already  been  a  series  of  these  meetings  to  discuss  various 
issues,  including  funding  and  the  modernization  plan.   The 
modernization  plan  has  full  customer  concurrence,  provided 
funding  issues  are  resolved. 

Notification  Procedures 

There  are  both  internal  and  external  notification 
requirements.   To  address  internal  needs,  we  established  (in 
January  1994)  supervisory  notification  thresholds  for  various 
potential  incidents.   These  included  procedures  for 
microbiological  incidents.   We  also  revised  procedures  for 
reporting  incidents  through  the  chain  of  command  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

We  have  reviewed  and  improved  our  external  notification 
procedures  and  exercised  them  with  the  EPA.   Additionally,  we  are 
working  very  closely  with  the  EPA  and  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Council  of  Governments  in  their  development  of  area  wide 
notification  procedures. 

Hazardous  Waste 

An  employee  at  Washington  Aqueduct  had  made  allegations  of 
improper  operations  and  improper  disposal  procedures  of  hazardous 
waste  (PCBs  and  battery  acid)  at  the  Aqueduct  resulting  in  gross 
contamination.   The  Baltimore  District  contracted  with  an  outside 
environmental  consultant  to  investigate  these  allegations  and 
conducted  numerous  internal  investigations.   None  of  these 
allegations  were  substantiated  as  alledged.   Initially,  there  was 
one  location  where  lead  contamination  of  the  ground  was  found, 
which  was  attributable  to  a  battery  acid  spill.   Although  the 
contamination  did  not  exceed  established  standards,  it  was 
subsequently  cleaned  up.   The  soil  in  this  area  has  been  removed 
and  disposed  of  properly.   More  recently,  a  buried  battery  casing 
was  found  at  another  location.   Testing  of  that  area  is  underway 
and  appropriate  actions  will  be  taken. 


271 


EEO  Considerations 

There  were  allegations  that  there  were  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  issues  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division. 
The  commander  of  the  Baltimore  District  directed  that  the 
District's  EEO  Office  hold  a  series  of  sessions,  from  January 
through  March  of  this  year,  with  employees  to  determine  if  this 
was  the  case  and  identify  the  issues.   Seventy-five  employees 
participated  in  these  sessions. 

The  EEO  Office  determined  from  these  sessions  that  the 
issues  being  aired  were  not  EEO-related;  that  is,  there  was  no 
evidence  of  discrimination.   The  issues  being  raised  were 
management-related  issues.   Corrective  actions  have  been  taken  or 
are  underway  on  these. 

EEO  issues  are  of  critical  concern  within  the  Corps  and  the 
district  commander  will  continue  to  monitor  the  command  climate 
at  both  water  treatment  plants  using  formal  and  informal 
processes.   He  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  proactive  in 
dealing  with  issues  to  ensure  continued  improvement  in 
communications  between  employees  and  management. 

CONCLUSION 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  stress  again  that  we  take 
supplying  safe  and  adequate  water  to  our  customers  seriously.   We 
have  been  producing  quality  water,  since  the  incident,  which  is 
safe  to  drink.   Many  of  our  employees  are  customers  of  this 
system  and  our  Headquarters  building  is  also  within  the  service 
area.   We  are  committed  to  taking  every  step  necessary  to 
preclude  a  recurrence  of  the  type  of  incident  which  occurred  last 
December  will  not  happen  again. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement.   I  will  be  happy 
to  answer  any  questions. 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee. 
I  am  Stanley  L.  Laskowski,  Deputy  Regional  Administrator  of  the 
Mid-Atlantic  Region  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in 
Philadelphia.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss  EPA's 
independent  investigation  into  the  causes  of  the  December  1993 
surface  water  treatment  violations  by  the  Dalecarlia  Water 
Treatment  Plant  in  Washington,  D.C,  and  our  plan  of  action  to  help 
ensure  that  this  will  not  happen  again. 

I .   Background 

I  would  like  to  provide  you  with  some  background  information 
before  discussing  the  major  findings  of  our  investigations  and  the 
current  status  of  our  plan  of  action: 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Baltimore  District  (COE) , 
Washington  Aqueduct  Division  operates  two  water  treatment  plants 
(Dalecarlia  and  McMillan)  that  serve  drinking  water  to  the  nearly 
one  million  people  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Area  which  includes 
the  District  of  Columbia,  City  of  Falls  Church,  and  parts  of 
Fairfax  County,  Virginia  and  Prince  George's  County,  Maryland.  The 
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Dalecarlia  plant,  originally  constructed  in  1928,  has  a  capacity  to 
produce  164  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)  of  filtered  drinking 
water;  the  McMillan  plant,  originally  built  in  1905,  has  a  capacity, 
to  produce  125  MGD  of  filtered  drinking  water.  Both  plants  utilize 
the  Potomac  River  for  their  water  source.  In  December,  1993,  at 
the  time  of  the  incident  under  investigation,  the  McMillan  plant 
was  out  of  service  for  routine  maintenance. 

The  EPA  Regional  Office  in  Philadelphia  has  regulated  the 
COE's  treatment  plants  and  the  District's  distribution  system  since 
1975.   This  arrangement  is  unique  to  the  District. 

On  December  7,  1993,  the  filtered  water  at  Dalecarlia  exceeded 
5  Nephelometric  Turbidity  Units  (NTU)  for  three  consecutive  hours, 
reaching  a  peak  value  of  9.0  NTU.  NTU  is  a  measurement  of  the 
turbidity,  or  cloudiness  of  the  filtered  water,  which  indicates 
water  treatment  problems,  and  can  interfere  with  disinfection.  The 
levels  during  this  three  hour  period  at  Dalecarlia  were  in 
violation  of  the  treatment  technique  requirement  of  the  Surface 
Water  Treatment  Rule  (SWTR) ,  which  stipulates  that  turbidity 
readings  must  be  less  than  5.0  NTU  at  all  times  and  that  95%  of  a 
facility's  monthly  samples  must  be  below  0.5  NTU. 

The  high  turbidity  readings  posed  a  potential  human  health 
threat  to  the  consumers  of  the  water  because  high  turbidity  can 
indicate  a  problem  that  may  lead  to  gastrointestinal  illness  in 
healthy  people  and  more  serious  problems  in  people  with  compromised 
immune  systems  or  the  elderly.  The  conditions  at  the  plant  were 
similar  to  another  situation  that  occurred  the  previous  spring  in 
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Milwaukee,  Wisconsin. 

In  Milwaukee,  about  400,000  people  became  sick  due  to  a 
parasite,  Cryptosporidium,  which  can  be  transmitted  through 
drinking  water.  It  was  this  knowledge,  combined  with  EPA's  concern 
for  the  public  health  that  led  EPA,  Region  III  officials  to  issue 
a  boil  water  advisory  on  December  8,  1993.  The  advisory  remained 
in  effect  for  the  entire  Aqueduct  service  area  until  further 
testing  could  prove  that  no  Cryptosporidium  was  present  in  the 
finished  water.  On  December  11,  1993,  after  two  consecutive  days 
of  negative  test  results  for  Cryptosporidium  and  other 
microorganisms,  EPA  lifted  the  boil  water  advisory. 

At  the  request  of  EPA,  Region  III  the  EPA's  Denver-based 
National  Enforcement  Investigations  Center  (NEIC)  conducted  an 
independent  investigation  to  determine  the  causes  of  the  high 
levels  of  turbidity  (or  cloudiness)  that  prompted  EPA  to  issue  the 
boil  water  notice  to  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Area  in  December 
1993. 

II.  NEIC  Investigation 

The  NEIC  investigation  revealed  that  the  December  incident  of 
high  turbidity  was  caused  by  a  combination  of  the  following 
factors:  (1)  aqueduct  facilities  being  out  of  service;  (2)  high 
flow  rate  through  the  Dalecarlia  plant  sedimentation  basin;  (3) 
inadequate  alum  mixing  (diffusers  not  in  service);  (4)  chemical 
(alum  and  polymer)  supply  shortage;  (5)  alum  feed  (inaccurate  flow 
or  alum  weight  calibration,  potential  overflow  from  feeder  solution 


275 


4 

box)  ;  (6)  operator  error;  (7)  filtration  operations  (high  flow  rate 
to  the  west  side  filters,  long  filter  runs  during  a  period  of  high 
solids  loading,  inadequate  backwashing)  and  (8)  internal 
communication  problems.  See  attached  appendix  for  further 
description  of  investigation  results. 

It  is  clear  from  the  findings  of  this  report  that  several 
seemingly  independent  operational  problems  contributed  to  the 
larger  problem  of  higher  turbidity  in  December  1993. 
Traditionally,  EPA  has  not  had  a  role  in  resolving  routine 
operational  problems  at  water  treatment  plants.  However,  EPA  has 
re-evaluated  its  oversight  functions  and  has  taken  the  following 
steps  to  address  this  unique  situation  in  Washington.  ' 

III.  Action  Plan 

First,  the  Regional  office  issued  an  Emergency  Order  under 
Section  1431  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA) ,  requiring  the 
COE  to  perform  the  following: 

*  Complete  a  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  (CPE)  of  the 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  treatment  facilities  to  evaluate  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  and  to  provide 
recommendations  to  improve  performance. 

*  Evaluate  the  COE's  current  procedures  for  notification  of 
COE  supervisory  personnel  and  EPA  personnel  when  potentially 
dangerous  situations  occur  at  the  plants,  including  evaluating 
and  improving  existing  procedures  that  are  to  be  incorporated 
into  a  document. 
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*  Perform  an  analysis  of  capital  improvements  which  can  and 
should  be  made  at  the  water  treatment  plants. 

*  Develop  a  monitoring  program  to  track  levels  of  Giardia, 
Cryptosporidium,  turbidity  and  total  coliform  in  the  Potomac 
River  for  the  next  1  1/2  years. 

Second,  the  Regional  office  has  increased  its  oversight  of  the 
Aqueduct  by: 

*  Conducting  more  frequent  on-site  visits  (an  average  of  twice 
a  month)  to  examine  operation  and  maintenance  records,  and  to 
discuss  technical  problems  and/or  concerns  with  plant  staff. 

*  Establishing  an  open  line  of  communication  between  EPA  and 
COE's  management  and  supervisory  staff  to  ensure  that  routine 
and  day  to  day  operational  problems  are  quickly  reported  and 
resolved. 

*  Implementing  and  testing  a  formal  24-hour  procedure  for  the 
COE  to  report  potential  SDWA  violations  to  EPA  (Region  III) • 

*  Reviewing  and  approving  the  COE's  monitoring  plan  to  track 
Giardia  and  Cryptosporidium  levels  in  its  source  water.   To 
date,  all  tests  for  these  organisms  have  been  negative. 

*  Reviewing  and  approving  the  COE's  modernization  plan  for  its 
water  treatment  plants.  Region  III  has  participated  in 
meetings  between  the  COE  and  its  customer  water  systems  to 
discuss  plans  for  funding  and  implementing  the  improvements. 

*  Continuing  to  support  water  treatment  plant  operator  and 
distribution  system  operator  training  for  COE  and  District  of 
Columbia  staff.   The  COE  has  made  this  training  mandatory 
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for  all  operators. 

In  addition  to  EPA's  enforcement  and  oversight  activities, 
the  Region  is  providing  a  grant  to  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Council  of  Governments  (COG)  to  develop  a  drinking  water  emergency 
notification  and  response  plan.    This  plan  will  detail  the 
procedures  for  identifying,  reporting  and  responding  to  a  drinking 
water  emergency  and  will  be  used  by  the  COE,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  affected  communities  in  Maryland  and  Virginia. 
EPA  is  actively  participating  in  and  providing  significant  input 
into  the  development  of  this  plan. 

IV.  Current  Status 

Currently,  the  COE  is  diligently  working  to  ensure  that  their 
customers  continue  to  receive  safe  drinking  water.  For  example, 
COE  has  complied  with  all  requirements  of  the  Emergency  Order  and 
acted  immediately  on  recommendations  of  the  NEIC  and  their  own 
Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation.  As  a  result,  since  December 
1993,  the  COE  has  been  in  full  compliance  with  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act.  Specifically,  filtered  water  turbidity  levels  have  been 
well  below  allowable  limits. 

Furthermore,  COE  has  successfully  initiated  efforts  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  the  occurrence  of  an  incident  such  as  that  in 
December  1993.  EPA  and  the  COE  are  committed  to  the  delivery  of 
safe  water  to  D.C.  area  residents  and  we  will  continue  to  work  with 
the  COE  on  the  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  at 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  treatment  plants.   Thank  you. 
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APPENDIX  -  NEIC  INVESTIGATION  FINDINGS 


Maintenance  work  at  the  McMillan  plant 

From  November  10,  1993  to  December  11,  1993,  all  water  serving 

the  Metropolitan  Washington  Area  was  being  treated  at  the 

Dalecarlia  facility  and  was  distributed  from  Dalecarlia.  When 

the  facility  began  to  have  problems,  it  did  not  reduce  its 

production. 

High  flow  rates  in  the  sedimentation  basins 

The  Dalecarlia  facility  has  four  sedimentation  basins,  where 
alum  and  polymers  are  added  to  settle  the  water  and  remove 
solids.  None  of  the  basins  are  equipped  with  sludge  handling 
equipment.  Consequently,  the  basins  filled  with  sediment  and 
had  to  be  taken  off-line,  drained,  and  cleaned.  Because  one 
of  the  basins  was  off-line  from  October  5,  1993  to  December 
13,  1993,  the  flow  rates  to  the  three  remaining  basins  were 
increased.  This  resulted  in  reduced  detention  times  and  may 
have  impacted  the  complete  settling  of  solids. 

Alum  supply  contract 

In  October,  the  COE's  new  alum  supply  contract  was  protested 
by  a  losing  bidder.  COE  regulations  require  that  under  these 
circumstances,  the  contract  is  stopped.  As  a  result,  the  COE 
was  limited  to  emergency  purchases  to  replenish  their  -rapidly 
dwindling  alum  supply.  Management  was  not  made  aware  of  this 
situation  in  a  timely  manner. 

Heavy  rains  and  high  river  turbidities  required  more  alum  to 
be  added  than  usual,  causing  a  shortage  of  alum.  This  shut 
down  an  additional  sedimentation  basin  from  11  A.M.,  December 
5,  1993,  to  8  A.M.,  December  6,  1993.  When  the  basin  was 
restored  to  operation  on  December  6,  1993,  the  basin  flow 
rates  increased  abruptly  by  nearly  50%,  a  situation  that  can 
impair  filter  performance.  The  combination  of  the  two  basins 
being  out  of  service  at  the  same  time  contributed 
significantly  to  the  onset  of  the  high  turbidity. 

Inadequate  alum  mixing 

There  are  four  parsnall  flumes,  which  among  their  other  uses, 
are  used  to  mix  the  alum  hydraulically  prior  to  the  water 
going  to  the  four  sedimentation  basins.  The  diffuser  applying 
alum  to  one  of  the  flumes  was  plugged.  The  fact  that  a 
temporary  diffuser  line  was  in  use  may  have  resulted  in 
incomplete  mixing. 

Problem  with  alum  feed 

It  is  also  believed  that  one  of  the  alum  feeders  overflowed 
into  another  flume.  The  overflow  caused  uneven  coagulation  to 
occur  in  the  sedimentation  basins.  Even  though  the  operator's 
logs  showed  the  same  alum  dose  to  all  basins,  it  is  believed 
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that  the  alum  feeder  to  one  of  the  basins  overflowed  for  some 
time  prior  to  midnight  on  December  6,  1993,  resulting  in  an 
insufficient  alum  dosage  for  proper  coagulation  and  settling 
to  occur. 

Polymer  shortage 

Polymer  is  used  in  conjunction  with  alum  to  aid  filtration, 
and  it  also  increases  filter  performance.  Unaware  that  a  new 
supply  of  polymer  had  arrived  at  the  plant,  the  operators 
thought  they  had  exhausted  their  polymer  supply.  No  polymer 
was  added  from  1  A.M.  on  December  5,  to  11  A.M.  on  December  6, 
1993.  Management  was  unaware  that  the  operators  were  not 
using  the  polymer. 

pH  Adjustment 

In  order  for  the  chemistry  of  coagulation  to  work  effectively, 
the  pH  (acidity  of  the  water)  should  be  maintained  between  6.5 
and  7.5.  Dalecarlia  has  no  equipment  for  adjusting  pH,  thus 
when  the  pH  dropped  to  5.5  on  December  7,  1993  due  to  the 
heavy  dosage  of  alum  the  water  was  receiving,  the  plant  could 
not  correct  the  problem. 

Problem  with  flow  meters 

If  alum  feed  rates  are  based  on  inaccurate  flow  meter  reading, 
improper  alum  dosages  could  result.  The  plant-  operators 
stated  they  had  problems  with  the  flow  meters  on  the  parshall 
flumes  in  the  past.  Flow  meter  verifications  should  normally 
be  done  following  flume  shutdowns,  but  were  not  done  when  one 
of  the  flumes  was  returned  to  service  preceding  the  turbidity 
event. 

Filtered  water  sampling  line 

The  sampling  line  that  the  operators  use  to  sample  filtered 

water  turbidity  was  off-line  for  maintenance  on  December  6, 

1993.    The  operator  had  to  leave  his  station  hourly  to 

manually  collect  samples.   This  may  have  impacted  his  other 

duties. 

Filter  rates 

There  are  36  gravity  filters,  26  on  the  east  side  of  the  plant 
and  10  on  the  west  side.  From  11  A.M.  on  December  6,  1993 
until  1  A.M.  on  December  7,  1993,  plant  flows  ranged  from  185 
to  205  MGD.  The  filtration  rates  on  the  west  side  filters 
should  not  exceed  90  MGD.  It  is  possible  that  west  side 
filtration  rates  exceeded  recommended  rates. 

Filter  operations 

During  the  turbidity  event  of  December  7,  1993,  four  of  the 
ten  west  filters  had  not  been  backwashed  for  over  96  hours.  At 
that  time,  a  96  hour  period  was  within  standard  operatoring 
procedure.  Additionally,  several  filter  sweeps  were  out  of 
service  so  that  the  backwashing  that  did  occur  may  not  have 
adequately  cleaned  the  filters.  The  filters  did  not  have 
individual  turbidity  meters  so  there  was  no  way  for  the 
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operators  to  know  if  or  when  a  filter  was  experiencing 
turbidity  breakthrough.  By  basing  the  need  for  filter 
backwashing  on  time  of  operation,  as  opposed  to  filter 
effluent  turbidity,  the  effluent  quality  of  the  individual 
filters  may  have  exceeded  0.5  NTU. 

Internal  communication  problem 

Operators  working  the  morning  shift  on  December  7,  1993  were 

not  informed  of  the  high  turbidity  by  the  previous  shift.  The 

plant's  management  was  not  notified  when  filtered  water 

turbidities  exceeded  5.0  NTU.  Poor  communication  played  a  key 

part   in  the  problem  because   it  delayed  an  appropriate 

response. 

Operator  error 

At  5  P.M.  on  December  6,  1993,  raw  water  turbidities  increased 
from  86  to  130  NTU  due  to  heavy  rains  in  the  Potomac  Watershed 
that  previous  weekend.  The  operators  failed  to  increase  the 
alum  feed  rate  for  almost  two  hours  after  the  raw  water 
turbidity  increases  were  noted,  which  may  have  compounded  the 
problem. 

Staffing 

There  was  only  one  operator  at  the  plant  during  the  early 
Hours  of  December  7,  1993.  The  second  operator  was  away  from 
the  plant  taking  samples  at  a  reservoir  at  a  time  when  the 
plant  was  having  operational  problems.  Thus,  staffing  could 
have  been  a  factor. 
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Statement  of  ' 

Robert  L.  Mallett 
City  Administrator  and  Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations 
Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

BEFORE  the 

House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 

Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  the  Environment 

Monday,  June  20, 1994 

Chairman  Applegate,  Congresswoman  Norton  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee: 

First,  thank  you  for  revisiting  the  issue  of  the  safety  of  our  region's 
drinking  water,  stemming  from  the  December  1993  boil  water  emergency. 
Second,  thaiik  you  for  giving  me  the  opporturuty  to  come  before  you  to 
discuss  some  of  the  progress  we  have  made,  as  a  region,  in  addressing  this 
problem. 

Today,  I  am  wearing  two  hats.  On  the  one  hand,  I  am  here  to 
represent  the  District  of  Columbia,  where  I  serve  as  City  Administrator  and 
Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations.  On  the  other,  I  am  here  to  represent  the 
Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments  (COG),  of  which  I  am 
currently  President.  As  you  may  recall,  COG  was  instrumental  in 
coordinating  the  December  1993  response  to  the  water  crisis  at  the 
Dalecarlia  Water  Treatment  Plant,  owned  and  operated  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Accompanying  me  today  is  Stuart  Freudberg,  COG's 
Director  of  Environmental  Programs. 

On  December  20, 1993,  several  representatives  of  the  region,  including 
myself  and  Ruth  Crone,  Executive  Director  of  COG,  testified  before  this 
subcommittee.  At  that  time,  it  was  clear  that  the  boil-water  notice  had 
dampened  the  public's  confidence  in  the  safety  of  our  region's  drinking 
water.  To  be  certain,  the  task  of  restoring  that  confidence  is  incomplete. 
But  I  am  delighted  to  report  today  that  a  number  of  actions  have  been  taken 
to  restore  that  confidence. 

This  morning,  you  heard  testimony  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  EPA.  Both  of  these  federal  government  entities  have 
established  numerous  measures  to  improve  the  operations  and  oversight  of 
the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division.  It  is  my  understanding  that  some  of 
the  improvements  the  Malcolm  Pimie  reports  recommended  have  already 
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been  implemented  and  more  are  to  come.    And  there  is  no  doubt  these 
improvements  must  continue. 

I  also  wish  to  salute  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  establishing 
a  committee  to  coordinate  decisions  regarding  capital  improvements 
between  the  Goverrunent  of  the  District  of  Coliunbia  and  the  other  local 
governments  in  our  region.   This  dialogue  must,  too,  continue. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  failed  to  mention  that  we  are  looking,  hopefully, 
to  Congresswoman  Norton,  Congressman  Moran,  and  Senator  Warner  to 
help  us  identify  ample  resources  to  finance  the  necessary  improvements  at 
the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division.  Otherwise,  cvirrent  ratepayers  will 
have  to  bear  the  full  cost  of  such  capital  projects  on  a  "pay-as-you-go"  basis. 
This  means,  of  course,  that  ratepayers  will  have  to  pay  for  capital  costs  in 
the  same  year  they  are  expended.  The  drawback  of  this  approach  is  that 
rates  will  have  to  be  sharply  increased  in  the  short  term. 

For  this  reason,  we  urge  Congress  to  authorize  the  proposal  to  obtain 
financing  through  the  Treasury  for  the  Federal  Financing  Bank.  This 
congressional  authorization  promises  to  minimize  the  potential  risk  of 
future  problems  with  our  region's  drinking  water.  We  cannot  assume  that 
future  emergencies  will  not  occur.  Should  such  an  emergency  befall  us,  we 
must  be  better  prepared  to  deal  with  it.  With  that  in  view,  the  COG  Board 
asked  staff  to  organize  a  drinking  water  summit  in  the  wake  of  the 
December  1993  boil  water  emergency.  That  summit,  held  January  28, 1994, 
drew  more  than  70  officials  from  local,  state  and  federal  governments  and 
other  agencies.  The  sununit  participants  called  on  COG  to  organize  a  task 
force  —  composed  of  local,  state  and  federal  water  interests  —  to  develop 
a  new  regional  drii\king  water  emergency  agreement.  Such  an  agreement 
would  replace  the  emergency  agreement  signed  in  1979,  an  agreement  that 
was  unfortunately  outdated,  incomplete,  and  thus  not  invoked  during  the 
boil  water  emergency  last  December. 

Since  then,  the  task  force  has  been  organized;  it  has  already  held  a 
number  of  meetings  to  address  revising  the  emergency  agreement.  Thus 
far,  I  am  happy  to  report  that  agreement  has  been  reached  on  the  precise 
issues  to  be  addressed  in  a  new  plan.  These  issues  have  been  assigned  to 
work  groups,  consisting  of  the  region's  health  officers,  water  utility  officials, 
emergency  managers,  public  information  officers  and  environmental 
managers. 
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The  COG  Board  appointed  me  to  serve  as  chair  of  the  task  force's 
Steering  Committee;  Dr.  Al  Morris,  Director  of  the  Water  Management 
Division  for  EPA  Region  III,  is  the  vice  chair.  In  addition  to  his  direct 
participation,  EPA  Region  III  has  agreed  to  provide  part  of  the  financial 
support  for  the  planning  process,  which  COG  staff  is  now  coordinating. 

The  task  force  has  developed  an  interim  plan  for  dealing  with  an 
emergency  at  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division.  The  result  is  that,  should 
another  emergency  occur,  the  region  is  prepared  to  respond  in  an  organized 
and  coordinated  fashion.  I  expect  this  interim  plan  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  final  agreement. 

The  interim  plan  addresses  many  of  the  concerns  that  were  raised 
about  how  the  manner  in  which  the  December  1993  crisis  was  handled. 
The  plan  calls  for  consultation  with  local  goverrunent  officials  when  the 
potential  for  an  emergency  exists  rather  than  after  it  has  been  declared. 
EPA  has  agreed  to  confer  with  the  health  officers  from  the  District  and 
other  local  governments  ~  before  issuing  a  boil  water  notice.  Precisely,  to 
minimize  confusion  and  delays,  the  plan  establishes  clear  procedures  for 
notifying  responsible  officials  and  agencies  of  decisions.  It  also  provides  for 
procedures  to  coordinate  the  dissemination  of  consistent  information  to  the 
public  about  steps  they  should  take  to  safeguard  their  drinking  water,  in  the 
event  of  an  emergency. 

In  addition  to  this  interim  plan,  the  task  force  is  working  on  several 
measures  to  update  or  make  the  old  agreement  more  complete  and 
comprehensive.  These  measures  include  plaris  to  address  a  situation  on  the 
Potomac  River  that  threatens  the  safety  of  more  than  one  of  the  major 
treatment  plants  simultaneously,  as  the  oil  spill  at  Sugarland  Run 
threatened  to  do  in  March  1993. 

I'm  confident  that,  as  a  result  of  these  efforts,  our  region  will  be  better 
prepared  to  effectively  and  expeditiously  cope  with  future  emergencies. 
Concomitant  with  existing  improvements  and  those  that  will  be  made  at  the 
Washington  Aqueduct  Division,  we  are  confident  that  our  region  will  be 
better  equipped  to  provide  residents  of  the  greater  Washington  region  with 
a  clean,  safe  and  reliable  supply  of  drinking  water. 

I  am  now  available  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

Thank  you. 
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U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


WASHINGTON,  D.C. 
20  JUNE  1994 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE.  .  . 

I  am  James  Noonan  and  I  was  Malcolm  Pirnie's  Project  Manager  for  the 
Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation.  I  am  a  registered  professional  engineer, 
a  diplomate  of  the  American  Academy  of  Environmental  Engineers  and  I  have  over 
20  years  of  water  system  engineering  experience.  I  am  here  today  to  testify  on  the 
findings  and  recommendations  presented  in  the  Comprehensive  Performance 
Evaluation  for  the  Dalecariia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants. 

In  my  testimony,  I  will  first  provide  some  background  on  the  applicable  drinking 
water  regulations,  then  discuss  the  probable  causes  of  the  treatment  plant  upset  that 
led  to  the  "Boil  Water"  notice,  and  finally  describe  the  immediate  and  near-term 


285 


actions  that  were  recommended  for  improving  performance  at  the  Dalecariia  and 

McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants. 

Regulatory  Background 

In  order  to  understand  the  factors  that  contributed  to  the  "Boil  Water"  notice,  there 
is  a  need  to  review  the  regulatory  background.  As  part  of  the  1986  Amendments  to 
the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  USEPA  finalized  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule 
(SWTR)  in  1989  and  it  became  effective  in  June  1993.  This  rule  formally  established 
a  multiple  barrier  concept  for  microbial  control  as  follows: 


The  first  barrier  is  removal  of  the  target  microorganisms  by  coagulation, 
sedimentation  and  filtration. 

The  second  barrier  is  primary  disinfection  to  kill  or  inactivate  the 
microorganisms  that  might  pass  through  the  sedimentation  and  filtration 
processes. 

The  third  barrier  is  maintenance  of  a  disinfectant  residual  in  the 
distribution  system  for  microbial  control. 


The  primary  focus  of  the  SWTR  is  the  control  of:  turbidity;  Giardia  cysts;  viruses; 
heterotrophic  plate  count  organisms  (HPCs)  and  Legionella.  The  control  of 
Cryptosporidium  oocysts  was  not  included  in  the  SWTR  but  it  is  currently  being 
considered  as  part  of  the  proposed  Enhanced  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule 
(ESWTR). 

To  ensure  that  filtration  and  disinfection  are  satisfactorily  practiced,  filtration  plants 
must  meet  specific  monitoring  and  performance  criteria.  Under  the  SWTR,  the 
minimum  turbidity  performance  criteria  for  systems  using  conventional  treatment  are: 
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■  Filtered  water  turbidity  must  be  less  than  or  equal  to  0.5  NTU  in  95 
percent  of  the  measurements  taken  every  month. 

■  The  filtered  water  turbidity  may  not  exceed  5  NTU  at  any  time. 


In  addition  to  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  SWTR,  the  recent  outbreak  of 
Cryptosporidiosis  in  Milwaukee  has  highlighted  the  potential  public  health 
significance  associated  with  failure  to  provide  effective  particle  and  microbial 
removal  for  surface  water  supplies.  This  is  especially  true  for  Cryptosporidium 
oocsyts,  since  they  are  relatively  resistant  to  disinfection  and  filtration  provides  the 
most  important  barrier. 

'Boil  Water'  Event 

When  we  examine  the  Dalecarlia  WTP  operating  data  for  the  period  leading  up  to 
the  "Boil  Water  Notice,"  there  are  two  significant  performance  problems  that 
occurred  during  that  period  of  time: 


The  combined  filter  effluent  exceeded  the  0.5  NTU  turbidity  performance 
criteria  of  the  SWTR  from  12  noon  on  5  December  through 
approximately  1500  hours  on  8  December. 

On  December  7,  1993,  the  combined  filtered  water  turbidity  from  the 
Dalecarlia  WTP  exceeded  the  5  NTU  maximum  limit  of  the  SWTR  in 
three  consecutive  samples  taken  at  1  a.m.,  2  a.m.  and  3  a.m.  In  response 
to  filtered  water  turbidities  exceeding  the  5  NTU  maximum  limit  for 
three  consecutive  hourly  samples,  USEPA  decided  that  a  potential  risk 
to  public  health  existed  and  issued  a  "Boil  Water  Notice"  on  December 
8,  1993. 


Both  of  these  occurrences  are  significant.  As  indicated  in  the  Guidance  Manual  to 
the  SWTR,  a  treatment  plant  that  cannot  meet  the  0.5  NTU  turbidity  performance 
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criteria  may  not  be  providing  effective  microbial  removal.  In  addition,  whenever  the 
turbidity  exceeds  5  NTU,  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  turbidity  may  interfere  with 
the  disinfection  process. 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  available  data  and  plant  operating  practices  at  the  time,  the 
turbidity  excursion  above  0.5  NTU  was  likely  caused  by  a  combination  of  the 

following  factors: 


1.  Beginning  on  5  December  1993,  the  depletion  of  filter  aid  polymer 
combined  with  the  flow  changes  that  were  produced  when  the  No.  3 
flume  and  basin  were  removed  from  service,  resulted  in  a  plant  upset  and 
turbidity  breakthrough  (i.e.,  turbidity  greater  than  0.5  NTU)  in  the  filters. 

Before  the  plant  could  completely  recover  from  the  initial  upset,  it 
appears  that  a  second  upset  was  produced  when,  beginning  at  5  p.m.  on 
6  December,  and  continuing  through  7  December,  the  raw  water  turbidity 
increased  substantially. 

2.  Without  monitoring  the  effluent  turbidity  of  the  individual  filters,  there 
was  no  practical  way  for  the  operators  to  know  if  or  when  a  filter  might 
be  experiencing  turbidity  breakthrough. 

3.  The  operating  practice  of  backwashing  filters  based  on  length  of  time  in 
service  without  regard  to  effluent  turbidity  allowed  some  filters  to 
continue  to  operate  that  should  have  been  washed. 

4.  As  demonstrated  by  the  pilot-scale  treatability  studies,  the  addition  of 
alum  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  prevent  turbidity  breakthrough  in  the 
filters,  and  the  polymer  strategy  that  was  in  use  at  that  time  provided 
only  limited  benefits  and  was  not  sufficient  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
turbidity  breakthrough. 

5.  The  arrangement  of  the  alum  feed  lines  resulted  in  inadequate  dispersion 
of  coagulant  into  the  water. 

6.  Finally,  the  increased  alum  addition,  combined  with  low  raw  water 
alkalinity,  decreased  the  coagulated  water  pH  on  December  8  from  6.6 
at  12  midnight  to  5.5  at  8  a.m.  The  coagulated  water  pH  remained  at  5.5 
for  about  6  hours.    Without  the  ability  to  feed  pre-lime  or  pre-caustic 
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soda  to  the  rapid  mix,  it  is  possible  that  there  was  not  sufficient  alkalinity 
in  the  water  for  the  chemical  reactions  associated  with  alum  to  proceed. 

The  violation  of  the  5  NTU  turbidity  limit  resulted  from  partially  treated  water  from 
Basin  3  and/or  4  being  applied  to  the  West  Filters.  At  12  midnight,  settled  water 
quality  applied  to  the  West  Filters  increased  above  5  NTU  for  a  5  hour  period  with 
a  peak  measurement  of  25  NTU  at  2  a.m.  During  this  same  period,  settled  water 
qualit>'  applied  to  the  East  Filters  remained  between  2.2  and  2.6  NTU.  The 
significantly  higher  settled  water  turbidities  from  Basins  3  and/or  4  compared  with 
Basin  1,  suggests  an  interruption  or  reduction  in  alum  feed  to  either  Basin  3  or  4  for 
some  period  of  time  prior  to  12  midnight.  While  operating  logs  showed 
approximately  the  same  alum  dose  to  all  basins,  it  is  likely  that  the  alum  feeder  to 
either  Basin  3  or  4  was  overflowing,  resulting  in  insufficient  alum  dose  for  proper 
coagulation  and  settling  to  occur.  Plant  staff  reported  that  alum  feeders  occasionally 
overflow,  and  that  an  overflow  was  observed  on  December  8,  1993. 

Recommended  Improvements 

Based  on  our  initial  findings,  the  following  immediate  actions  were  recommended 
and  have  already  been  implemented  by  the  Washington  Aqueduct: 


The  operations  staff  is  now  routinely  monitoring  the  effluent  turbidity  of 
each  individual  filter.  This  will  provide  an  early  indication  of  any 
problems  associated  with  meeting  the  turbidity  performance  criteria  of 
the  SWTR. 

Continuous  recording  turbidimeters  are  being  installed  on  each  filter. 

There  is  now  a  written  procedure  that  requires  filters  to  be  washed 
whenever  the  effluent  turbidity  exceeds  0.3  NTU.  This  written  procedure 
also  sets  a  maximum  time  limit  between  backwashes.   Filters  unable  to 
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produce  a  filtered  water  with  a  turbidity  below  0.3  NTU  should  be 
removed  from  service. 

Streaming  current  detectors  have  been  installed  in  each  flume 
downstream  of  the  point  of  alum  addition.  These  detectors  have  the 
ability  to  alert  the  operators  of  any  change  or  interruption  in  alum  feed 
or  of  any  significant  change  in  raw  water  quality. 

The  application  points  for  the  two  polymers  have  been  moved  resulting 
in  a  more  effective  polymer  strategy. 


As  shown  on  Figure  1,  the  filters  at  the  Dalecarlia  WTP  are  capable  of  producing  a 
filtered  water  with  a  turbidity  of  less  than  0.2  NTU,  and  routinely  less  than  0.1  NTU, 
which  is  significantly  better  than  the  minimum  SWTR  standard  of  0.5  NTU. 

Provided  the  plant  operating  staff  continue  to  follow  the  above  recommendations,  the 
Dalecarlia  Plant  is  capable  of  consistently  meeting  the  turbidity  performance  criteria 
of  the  Surface  Water  Treatment  Rule. 

The  Comprehensive  Performance  Evaluation  also  identified  26  additional  near-term 
recommendations  for  further  improving  performance  and  administration  of  the 
Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  Water  Treatment  Plants.  The  Washington  Aqueduct  has 
submitted  an  action  plan  to  USEPA  for  implementation  of  these  recommendations 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions. 
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Testimony  by 

Robert  R.  Perry 

Member,  Falls  Church  City  City  Council 

June  20,  1994 

House  of  Representatives  Subcommittee 
on  Water  Resources  and  the  Environment 


Chairman  Applegate  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  on  Water 
Resources  and  the  Environment,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  provide  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Falls  Church, 
Virginia.   I  am  Robert  R.  Perry,  a  member  of  the  City  Council,  and  a 
member  of  the  Council's  Utility  committee. 

I  am  an  environmental  engineer  by  profession  and  was  employed  by  the 
District  of  Columbia  government  for  eleven  years.  During  a  portion 
of  that  time  I  was  in  charge  of  the  Blue  Plains  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant. 

Although  the  population  of  the  City  of  Falls  Church  is  only  9600, 
our  water  system  serves  a  popluation  of  120,000  in  the  City  and  in 
Fairfax  County  covering  an  area  of  33  square  miles. 

As  difficult  as  the  turbidity  problems  of  this  past  December  were 
for  the  City  of  Falls  Church  Public  Utilities  Department,  perhaps 
much  good  will  come  from  this  experience.   Clearly  the  problem 
emphasized  the  need  for  long-range  improvements  for  the  Washington 
Aqueduct  facilities  at  Dalecarlia  and  at  the  McMillan  water 
treatment  plant.   The  relationship  between  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  Falls  Church  Public  Utilities  Department  has  been 
strengthened  and  improved  as  a  direct  consequence  of  that  incident. 

Immediately  following  the  December  incident,  meetings  were  held  by 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Washington  Aqueduct  officials,  and  the 
customers  of  the  Aqueduct.   The  Corps  made  every  effort  to  brief  the 
customers  on  the  extent  of  the  problems  and  to  involve  the  customers 
in  developing  plans  for  both  the  short-term  solutions  as  well  as  the 
long-range  improvements.   It  should  be  noted  that  problems  were 
identified  in  several  areas,  namely,  inadequate  information  and 
communication,  deficiencies  in  operations  and  maintenance,  and  a 
need  for  long-range  capital  improvements.  Officials  at  the  Aqueduct 
and  the  staff  of  the  Corps  were  open  and  frank,  freely  discussing 
and  explaining  the  problems  and  detailing  the  steps  that  were  taken 
and  actions  that  were  planned  to  prevent  additiojial  incidents. 

The  most  notable  consequence  of  the  December  turbidity  incident  has 
been  the  genuine  effort  to  improve  communications  between  and  among 
the  jurisdictions  and  the  Aqueduct.   Not  only  have  specific 
communication  channels  been  developed  among  the  parties  and  the 
Corps,  but  regional  efforts  spearheaded  by  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Council  of  Governments  have  led  to  improved 
communications  among  the  EPA,  the  Washington  Aqueduct,  the  various 
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jurisdictions  and  its  Aqueduct  customers.   Having  these 
communication  channels  in  place  should  reduce  the  considerable 
problems  that  we  experienced  last  December  with  misinformation, 
conflicting  information,  and  delays  in  communication. 

As  part  of  the  direct  efforts  to  improve  communications  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  has  been  drafted  that  establishes  the  guidelines 
and  channels  by  which  the  Corps  involves  its  customers  in  developing 
both  its  short  and  long  range  capital  improvements  programs.   This 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  establishes  three  committees  that  will 
meet  periodically  to  review  and  discuss  both  the  current  and  future 
capital  concerns  of  the  Aqueduct.   These  committees  are  the 
Executive  Level  Committee,  a  Budget  Sub-Committee,  and  a  Technical 
Sub-Committee.   By  establishing  these  committees,  the  Corps  is 
better  prepared  to  discuss  in  more  detail  those  items  which  are 
pertinent  to  the  particular  committee.   In  the  past  only  one  group 
was  convened  once  a  year  which  severely  limited  the  scope  of 
discussions. 

An  example  of  how  the  various  committees  are  functioning  is 
illustrated  by  the  method  the  Corps  used  to  present  the  Malcolm 
Pirnie  report  to  its  customers.   The  Malcolm  Pirnie  report  was 
presented  to  representatives  of  the  various  jurisdictions  both  on  an 
executive  level  as  well  as  on  a  technical  level.   This  allowed  a 
legislative  and  executive  overview  of  the  report  to  be  presented  to 
the  management  and  political  representatives  outlining  the  capital 
plan  and  the  proposed  cost  implications.   A  more  detailed  review  of 
both  tlie  Malcolm  Pirnie  report  as  well  as  the  Corp's  own  capital 
plan  and  the  Corp's  analysis  of  the  Malcolm  Pirnie  report  was 
presented  to  the  technical  subcommittee. 

The  most  significant  development  since  the  December  incident  is  the 
awareness  of  the  public  of  the  importance  of  long-range  capital 
improvements  for  these  facilities.   It  has  also  become  painfully 
aware  to  the  public  that  the  financial  implications  of  these 
improvements  are  immense.   As  evidenced  by  the  legislation  currently 
being  considered  by  the  Congress,  financing  these  improvements  may 
have  a  dramatic  impact  on  water  rates  for  the  participating 
jurisdictions.   It  is  imperative  that  a  funding  mechanism  be 
provided  that  allows  for  the  proper  amortization  of  these  capital 
improvements  over  20  to  30  years  instead  of  the  only  currently 
available  option  of  "pay-as-you-go". 

In  conclusion,  let  us  hope  that  the  experiences  of  last  December, 
and  the  increased  awareness  of  the  need  for  long-range  planning, 
along  with  the  improved  communication  channels  and  information 
sharing  that  are  currently  in  place,  will  eliminate  the  possibility 
of  future  incidents.   We  would  also  encourage  each  of  you  to  support 
the  legislative  efforts  of  Senator  Warner  and  Congressman  Moran  in 
providing  a  funding  mechanism  to  allow  the  Aqueduct  to  proceed  with 
its  capital  needs  with  the  availability  of  funds  to  be  amortized 
over  time. 
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Tsstisony  delivered  by  Mary  Margaret  Whipple 

Chairman,  Arlington  County  Board 

before  the  Sxibcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  Environment, 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Monday,  June  20,  1994 

Chaiman  Applegate,  Congresswoman  Norton,  Congresswoman 
Byrne,  Congressman  Gilchrest,  other  distinguished  Members  of  the 
Subcommitee,  and  Congressman  Moran:  six  months  ago,  this 
subcommittee  held  its  first  hearing  on  the  Dalecarlia  "boil 
water"  incident.   Today,  we  are  gathered  to  discuss  those  actions 
that  have  been  taken  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  user  jurisdictions  since  the  December  "boil 
water"  incident. 

The  most  important  issue  to  Arlington  County  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  "boil  water"  incident  is  to  ensure  that  water 
quality  standards  are  met  and  that  public  health  is  protected  in 
the  future.   The  several  actions  that  have  been  taken  since  last 
year's  hearing  to  address  these  concerns  show  significant  promise 
in  the  effort  to  improve  our  region's  approach  to  clean  water 
production. 

Beginning  in  February,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  held  a  series 
of  meetings  with  representatives  from  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Arlington  County  and  the  City  of  Falls  Church  to  review  the 
events  leading  up  to  the  "boil  water"  incident.   These  meetings 
led  to  the  establishment  of  a  mechanism  for  consultation  between 
user  jurisdictions  and  the  Corps  which  will  provide  for  greater 
interplay  on  operational,  budgetary,  and  rate  issues. 

Concurrent  with  this  process,  the  engineering  firm  of 
Malcolm  Pirnie  was  employed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  develop 
a  conceptual  plan  for  modernization  of  the  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  treatment  plants.   Their  report,  which  was  released  in 
March,  cited  operator  error  and  unspecified  procedures  as  major 
factors  contributing  to  last  December's  emergency.   In  addition, 
the  consulting  firm  recommended  substantial  capital  improvements 
that  will  be  required  at  both  facilities  during  the  next  ten 
years.   Following  its  investigation  of  the  incident,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  reached  similar  conclusions  to 
Malcolm  Pirnie,  citing  operator  error  and  capital  financing 
limitations  as  contributors  to  the  events  that  led  to  the  "boil 
water "  inc  ident . 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  estimated  that  capital 
improvement  needs  will  approach  $100  million  over  the  next  five 
years.   These  improvements  will  be  necessary  to  modernize 
operating  procedures  and  enable  the  plant  to  meet  expected 
changes  in  national  environmental  standards  set  by  the  EPA.   The 
cost  of  these  improvements  must  be  borne  by  water  customers  in 
the  Washington  area. 
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Although  the  Corps'  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  facilities 
provide  water  services  much  like  any  other  utility  company,  the 
Corps  does  not  have  the  ability  to  borrow  to  finance  the  cost  of 
capital  improvements  to  the  system.   Most  utilities  have  the 
ability  to  issues  bonds  or  borrow  from  other  sources  to  amortize 
capital  costs  over  a  project's  useful  life.   However,  the  Corps 
lost  the  ability  to  finance  its  capital  needs  in  1985,  when  the 
District  gained  the  authority  to  issue  bonds  directly  to  the 
public  capital  markets,  rather  than  through  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Consequently,  the  Corps  lost  its  historic  ability  to  borrow  from 
the  Treasury  for  the  Corps-owned-and-operated  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  plants. 

When  my  County  Board  colleague,  James  B.  Hunter  III, 
testified  last  December,  he  made  a  vivid  analogy  between  the 
Corps'  inability  to  borrow  to  finance  needed  capital  improvements 
and  building  a  toll  road  where  the  drivers  are  required  to  pay 
all  of  the  project's  costs  during  the  first  year  of  operation. 
Under  the  current  capital  arrangement,  water  customers  served  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  must  finance  for  capital  requirements  on  a 
pay-as-you-go  basis.   This  could  result  in  an  intolerable  burden 
on  Arlington  citizens  and  businesses. 

It  has  become  clear  to  us  that  legislation  is  needed  to 
correct  this  problem  and  enable  the  Corps'  water  production 
facilities  to  modernize  with  the  assurance  that  adequate  funding 
will  be  available.   Over  the  past  several  months,  we  have  worked 
closely  with  our  Congressman,  Jim  Moran,  and  our  senior  Senator, 
John  Warner,  to  introduce  legislation  which  would  provide  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  with  the  ability  to  finance  Dalecarlia  and 
McMillan  capital  needs  through  the  Federal  Financing  Bank. 
Through  their  valiant  efforts,  the  financing  language  has  been 
attached  to  the  FY  1995  D.C.  Appropriations  bill,  which  is 
currently  pending  in  the  House  Appropriations  Committee,  and  as 
an  authorization  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  which  was  passed 
by  the  Senate  on  May  19. 

Without  this  legislation,  the  Corps  will  be  forced  to  charge 
its  water  customers  for  the  estimated  $100  million  in  capital 
costs  over  the  next  five  years,  rather  than  amortizing  the  cost 
over  the  useful  life  of  the  improvements.   Local  governments  do 
not  have  the  ability  to  pay  these  costs  up  front.   The  ultimate 
solution  to  this  problem  must  be  to  restore  capital  financing 
authority  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.   Without  the  availability  of 
reasonable  utility  capital  financing  tools,  the  entire  region 
runs  the  risk  of  future  water  processing  problems  at  Dalecarlia 
and  McMillan,  with  the  potential  public  health  after-effects 
having  an  immediate  impact  on  us  all. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  testimony.   At  this  time,  I 
would  like  to  convey  my  appreciation  to  Congressman  Moran, 
Senator  Warner  and  Senator  Robb  for  their  legislative  efforts  to 
address  the  Dalecarlia  and  McMillan  capital  financing  issue.   In 
addition,  I  would  like  to  thank  you,  Congresswomen  Norton  and 
Byrne,  and  the  distinguished  members  of  this  subcommittee  for 
your  determined  efforts  to  keep  this  important  public  health 
matter  on  the  legislative  agenda. 
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